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Tﬁe Un;versity of Minnesota  Research, bevelopment and DemoﬁL
stration Center_in Education of Handicapped Children has been
'estab#ished to concentrate on intervention strategies‘end materials
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The lorg term objective of the Center is to improve the
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Chapter 1.

Summary

The present report covers data gathered during the 1973—74'
-.academic ;éar on seven preschooi programs for thg deaf. Planning

for the project began in i969 and data wefe first'gatheredrin 19}0—71.
~ Four years of longit;dinal datauhave now been collected. The programé
involved represent a diversity of educational philosophies and mgfhod—
ologies. A complete report, covering work from 1969 to 1974 is pro-
jected for disSemination late in 1975. Analysis of results to date
has produced the following:

i. The overail scores of subjects.bn the five viéua14motor
subtesgs of the Tllinois Tgstvof PsycholinguisEic Abili-
ties (ITPAY in spring of 1972 (179;96), 1973 (180.03) and
1974 (180.65) were almost identical to the norms estab-
lished for.children with normal hearing (180.00), suggest—

iing essentially normal visual motor functioning for the

deaf children in the study.

2. On all five subtests scores remained stable from 1972
to 1973 to 1974.
3. On one subtest, Manual Expression, deaf children evidenced

a superiority relative to hearing norms in 1972, 1973

(AN
1.

and 1974, suggesting that deaf children may develop

. S
superior skills in this area, at least up to ége eight,
the age of the oldest children in the study in 197%.

4. Scores on the ITPA were influenced:by the amount of structure

e
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in a program, with those in more structured programs

scoring higher. However; children in less structured

programs still scored within the normal range.

5. Sébres of deaf subjects on the Metropolitan Achievement

Tests (MAT) Primer Bétpery were equal to the standardiza-

tion scores of hearing children of equivalent age in

Reading and were lower in Arithmetic. In 1973 scores

. of the deaf subjects were superio- on Reading subtests

of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and equal on the

Arithmetic subtests.

6. In all programs, with the possible exception of Maryland,

Arithmetic acﬁieVement 1s lower than would be predicted

N on the Basis of the children's ﬁotential. Programs

' -
appear to glve relatively less emphasis to Arithmetic

than to other areas.

7. Most programs have provided children with technical skills

'hggessary for success iIn pre-reading and reading tasks.
4 ' ‘

Aé;the children mature and mastery of English plays an in-

creasing role in the reading prdcess, the reading scores

- A ' ,
of the children appear to fall behind those 6f the hearing.

This trend is apparent by ages seven and elght. Programs

have not yet reached this level.

8. Children from programs with major emphasis on the develop-

ment on articulation skills, socialization, and parent

adjustment continue from thg beginning to score below chil-

dren from programs which have a cognitive academic emphasis

AN "‘é"
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along with the aforementioned emphases. Unlik: the ITPA,

’ ' even after children enter the ﬁrimary grades thgre is no
évidencé that lhey will close the gap. If aﬂything the
differences increase, suggesting the iéck of early cogni-
tive academic tfaining may continue to be felt throughout

| the education of a deaf child.
9. Results cf testing on the Keceptive Communicgtion.Scale
reveal that:
a) for the four "person-to-person' medes of communication,
the least efficient mode was Sound Alone (44%Z). Perfor-
.mance increased with éhe addition of each cohponent,
rising to 687% with thévaddition q£ Speechreading, 757
Cwith fiﬁgerspelling and 88% with SI;;;T(/ihis represents
the same order of difficﬁlty repor ted in 1972 and 1973.
b) The mean score for undefstanding of tﬁé Printed Word
was 76% as compare& to 56% in 1973 and 382 in 1972.
This category represents the greatest improvement in
efficiency over the period and reflects the incrgasing
emphasis of all programs in the teaching of reading.
Again children from non-academic preschools do relatively
poorly in this area, even after being introduced to
2
'reading instruction. Patterns of scores suggest complex
interaétions beyond oral-manual considerations. For

example, children from one program with an acoupedic,

or strong auditory emphasis, scored 58% for sound alone

but only increased to 677% with the addition of speech-
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reading. 'Children.in énothér program'with'a relatively
weak audifory program but a stfong'visual.one oniy scored
. at 35% for sound alone but increased ;6 83% with tﬁe
ad&ition of sbéechreading.i.A third program, with
apparently a more well-balanced auditory-visual component
than the above two improved from 53% for sdupd’alone"to
90% for sound and:speechre;ding; The addition éfifiﬁger"

nspeliin'g raised the scores of children in this pfbgrém~

n -~

to 97%. o S~

o

The Receptive Communication Scale was ekpan&ed-to testvcgm— '

pfehension of Negation, Passive Voice and Verb Tense. The

results indicated that: .

.é) Thé childféh‘tended to ignore negétive mérkers and .

' processed negative sénténges incorrectly as positive

" more fréquentiy than as hégatiVes, |

The children tended to_ignore the’p;;sive marker,

"by," and processed paséive sentences incorrectiy

as active more freduently than as passive. |
Correct respondinglfor verb tenses was 392, close

to the ;hance level of 337%. |

For negatives and paséives children performed relatively
better Qhen-the task was presented via the'printed wordf
The aboye resuits, consistent with other investigations,
lead'the autho:é to conclude:

—mny

a) In the case of negativés and passives, not only do

- deaf children process the message incorrectly but they

?.u' fé L‘i«
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tend'to abstract the opposite meaning (positive in— | E
stead of negative, aétive instead of passive) from [‘_
wﬁat was intended. ;- | f
b) Regardless of modé'df communication, verb tenses are i
‘ﬁot clearly differentiated consistentiy.. 5
c) Children tend fo encountér paséives, negatives-and vefb
tense constructions only in print, Theyido not aﬁpea#
. to be part of the daily élassroom or home expgrience.
d) Activities (exercises, practices, drills etc:»‘must
be developed by which children have experienqéfwith
sﬁéh»English structures in their day-fo—day:éersdn—to—'
personiiﬂteractiéns involving orél-aufal—mﬁnual communi-
cation. - | |
11. Results eof testing on the Expressiﬁe Commuriication Scaie
are bei;g analyzed with regard to semantic content, intelli-
gibility, linguistié structure, and understandability‘és
a fu?ction of the.ﬁeéring status of raters. This area
is_the most complex section of the entire study. . Results
wiii be published in detaii in a separate monograph.
Results in general reveal thét: |
a) Raters cérrectly identifiéd 37% of the expressive
atteﬁbts.‘
b) Ey groups, Interpreters achieved 56.66% correct,

while Deaf Adults and hearing Graduate Students

achieved 32.21% and 19.54% respectively.

c) Scores for individual children ranged from 8% to 37%.

Feo -

x

faman
.

3 vy




12.

13.

14,

15.

‘In articulation, children 1in Ewo’prdgrams scored signifi-

cantly highef than those:in the other fivé fqr the second
year. fhey were also.higher in the Sound Alone subtest

of the ReceptiVe’Communication Scale. Because children in
the ﬁwo programs show little éimilarity in Reading Achieve-
ment with achievemeng; overall expressive communication,
tecepfivé communication ITPA scores or methodology (oné

is éral;aural and one is combine&), the autﬁors coﬁéludé
that‘articulation of isolatéd ﬁor&s and use of residual
heéring relate pﬁrely to the emphasis on auditory training
and articulation given by a program and are not related ta

°

other factors, including the use of manual communication.

Despite stafistical,differenceS‘on average scores between

programs in articulétion; the range of scores within‘programs
is great. Each program haé children'wﬁose attempts to articu-v
late afe almosf comﬁletely-uhintelligible.

On the.tests of Cognitive Development no differences were
found on classification, conservation,_and sefiation scores

between programs. In 1973 children involved in a Piégetian

based program had scored higher than children in other_pro—.

'grams; By 1974 childtenfin all other programs were function-

ing at similar levels. There is no evidence that the early
training provided any lasting benefits or transferred. to
other areas measured in the study.

Classroom observations showed great variation in factors

such as Classroom Organization, Structuring of Program,




16.

17.

18.

Encouraging Speeéh and Language Developing, and Reacting

to Children's Needs. Relative program ranks were consis-

- tent from 1973 to 1974. Relatiye rank iﬂwhlassrpom obser-

vation scorés aﬁpeared to cbrréspond in ratings of overall
_prOgram,effectivéness. |
Ih child to child EOm;uﬁication the most frequent‘mQQe of
.communication was Sign, follcwed by'Oral and Combinéq Oral-
Manual, the same ordér which was rated in 1973. The usé
of'Fingerspelling increases as tﬁe children mature while
Gecstures decline, excépt iﬁ one oralfaurai prégram where
tﬁey have increased.:
In child to teachef commpnication the most commonly.employed
mode is Sign, folloﬁed by Oral and Combined; i.e., the same
order of f¥equency rated'fdr child—cﬁild cémmunication.
Similarly the ﬁse of Fingerspelling is increasing.and relif
ance on Gestures is decreasing, again with the exception of
one oral-aural program.
The»teapher to chil& commﬁnication most frequently used is
Oral, followed by Combined and Sign. Teachers are increas-"
ingly more consistent in following the expressed philoSopﬁy
of a program (Oral-Aural, Rochester, bf Total Cdmmunicatioq).k
There are no 'pure" programé. Teachers in pfograms which
are committe& to simultaneous ora}-manual'instruction fre-
‘quenély speak without‘signing or fingerspelling. Conversely
teachers devoted tu oral-only instructions tend to gesture

to such an extent that their mode cah only be deééribed as

oral-gesturel.




19.

20.

21.

" tion, hearing §tatus of friends of thelr  children when

£

Results suggest that limitations to bral-onlybinstruction

restrict the amount of communication in a classroom and
force the development, unconscious or otherwise, of an
inefficient gestural system.

Although attitudinal differences exlst between parents of

vchildren_in different programs, they are not as great as

in the beginning of the study. Differences tend to center

around the training and desirability of manual communica-

they become adults, and the pdgglbility,of attending school

with tﬂe hearing. Responses of Oral program parents to
questions and concepts céncerned with manual communication
have changed from negative to neutral to positivg as the
children;have_matﬁred. They still tend to reéard such
concepts léss positively than parents ofmchildrqn in com-
bined programs.

Children who ﬁave been integrated or "mainstreamed” do not
ﬁiffef in intelligence,vreading, arithmetic aéhievement,

iTPA scores, or averall communication abilities. They tend
’ et
to have more hearing and better speech. Other factors

appear to be minor. Very little accommodation has been

made to the "mainstreamed". students. 'Mainstreamed”

-students had better speech before they were placed in

regular classrooms. Children do not speak better because

they are integrated; they are integrated because they speak

better.




Chapter 2

Introduction

The present report marks the complétion of fhe fifth year of work,
and the foﬁrth year of data gathering, of a fi&e year project developed
to aésess’the effectiveness of preschool programs for deaf children.

The project is addressed to many Of'ghe questions in education of the
deaf which have been answered in the past mainly on the basis of fhetoric,
emotion and vituperation.l An uﬁhealthy_fixation on such issues as "oral-

" residential vs. day settings, and parentitraining

1

vs. child training has served to freeze education of the deaf into a

ism" vs. "manualism,

pedagogical dark age relatively unresponsive to issues of bgoader import
to education and seemingly unaware that education of the deaf is a legi-
timate subéet of general education.' A |
It cannot be denied that the issues of methodology and placement
are important, even critical. Educators of the deaf cannot be faulted
for considering ana discussing these iSSueé.‘ They stand condeﬁned,
however, by virtue of the fact thgt, afteh 200 years of discussion,
there is a dishear;ening lack of supportive evidence on which to maké
decisions. This is eapecially tr::\in thebpreschool area whére research
has tended to fall into two categories. The first category is repre-
éented by comparative studies between programs conducted to fulfill
dissertation requirements for a doctoral degfee (Craié, 1964; Phillips,
1963).. S;ch investigations can bevexcellent but by design they are

short term in nature and are not designed to continue on a longitudinal

basis. The second category is represented by the work of people

vévaluating the effectiveness of programs with which they happen to be

19
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affiliated (Hester, 1963; McCroskey, 1968; Simmons,.1962; Craig & Craig
and DiJohnsbn, 1972; McConnell & Horton, 1970). 1In many cases these

reports are basically explanations and justifications of certain pro-

_cedures. Such evaluations serve a useful purpose, but they are usually

limited to one program and raise a number of problems, the greatest of°
which is the diffiéulty of assignment and treatme;t of children, that is,
effectively accommodating experimental and control subjects within the
same program. | ’

A major incentive for»fhe present project iies in the belief that
there are.extremely important and complex issues in the education of
preschoolvdeaf children which should be investigated. Of equal importance
1s the hope that the present project will motivate -other-researchers
to bring their talents to bear on issues of practicai importance in the

education of young déaf.children. It must be reported that very little

such work 1s being undertaken at present.

Review of Literature

A review of the results of educational programs for the deaf
presents a dismal picture. In spite of.fhe existence of a deaf Ph.D.
or lawyer, who more often than not has a ﬁodefate heafing loss or 1is
adventitiously deaf, it 1s an uncontestable fact that the m;jority of
the pfoducts of our systems are shamefuliy undéreducated. Intelléctually
normal‘deaﬁ adolescents and adults in North America and Europe are unable

to read at the fifth grade level (Furth, 1966; Norden, 1970; Wrightstone,

Aranow & Moskowitz, 1963), lack basic linguistic skills in the language

e - 4 i
»
‘ 4
(A%




11
of the.hormaliy heéring community (Moores, 1970a; Simmops, 1962§ Tervoort
& Verbeck, 1967), anq are incapable of receiving and expressing oral
cqmmunication on aqytﬁing but a-primitive level (Montgomery, 1966; Report
of the Chief Medical Officer of the British Departﬁent of-Education and o
Services, 1964).

According to information presented in the Annual Directory of

~ Services of the American Annals of the Deaf, the number of deaf

children served by preschool programs has risen tremendously in
the past ten years (Doctor, 1963; Craig & Craig, }973) to the point
where probably a majority of deaf children in urban areas are identifie&
and recéive some treatment prior to the traditional age bf%school en-
trance. Unfortunafe exceptions are Chicano, Black and InQian‘children,
who are less frequently di;gnosed and served at earlier ages.- B
Although programs hévé proliferated, those inte;ested in the develop-
ment of new programs, or the modification of ongoing ones, quickly
discover that almost no édﬁcatiohal guidelines exist for effective pre-
school programs for the deaf. Studies that have been conducted to eval-
uate the effectigeﬁess of preschool programs have reported either that
no differences existed between déaf children receiving preschool training
and deaf cﬁildren not réceiving preschool training (Mcerskey, 1968;
Vernon & Koh, 1970), or that initial differences existing between the two

groups have dissipated by age nine (Craig;‘1964; Phillips, 1963).

Except for the report of the results of the first three years of

‘data gathering for the ‘present study (Moores & McIntyre, 1971; Moores,

McIntyre, & Weiss, 1972; Moores, Weiss & Goodwin, 1973), the oniy direct
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compafison Qf methodology was conducted by Quigley (1969) who reported
that préschool chil&ren taught by the Rochester Method (the simultaneous
. use of speech and ;ingerspelling) were superior to children taught by \
the Oral-Only approach in measures of'speechreadfng, reading, and ﬁritten
language. Recent research on the relati&e superiority éf deaf children
of deaf pafents has had ; great and growing impact on the field. These
findings suggest that deaf childrén of deaf parents tend to be better
adjusted, to achieve academically at a higher level, to have bétter
language abilities, and to have equivalent speech develoﬁment'(Best,
1972; Meadow, 1967; Quigley_& Frisina, 1961; Stevenson, 1964; Séuckless'

' & Birch, 1966 Vernon & Koh, 1970) in comparison to deaf childfen;of
héaring parents; 0f great importance.is the evidence that deaf children
of deaf parents increaée their relative advantage with age so that by
late adolescencé their superiority is much more.pronounced.

In view of the above findings in favor of deaf childreq of deaf .
parents (which may have been the result of an exposure to signs from
birth), and because studies of.Oral—Onlx programs have shown no differences
or only temporary effects, it has been a;gued that many preschool programs
have failea because they have been réstricted to Oral-Only instruction
(Vernon & Koh,'1971).':Perhaps,then, it has been argued, the addition of
manual communication would improve results. Such reasoning has led to’
the déveibpment of many recent.preschool programs utilizing a system
.named Total Communicatioénﬁﬂich in&olves the use of signs, fingerspelling,
and oral—aurél communication.

Although the evidence of the superiority of deaf children of deaf
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parents is substéntial, i; does not necessarily follow that the use
of manual communication in preschool programs will produce better
results. At present, no data exist, again ekcepting tﬁe present stddy,
én thg comparative efficiency of the use of Total Communication as
opposed to either an Oral-Only method or the Rochéster Method. For a
cémprehenéivg treatment of research on manual communicatién,-the‘reader
is referred to reviews bbeoores (1971, 1974).

The lack of data‘may,be traced to two primary concerns. First, the
extreme difficulty of evaluating the effectiveness of preschool programs
is compounded by the added dimension of deafness. Second, and perﬁaps
an even more inhibiting factor, is the‘highly emotional nature of the
question of methodology with young deaf children. In a report to the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (Babbidge,‘1965), it was
noted tha. for more than 100 years émotion has served as a sﬁbstitufe ’
for research in the educatipn of the deaf. Some educators firmly believe
that the use of any kind of manual communication will preVent the
development of speecﬁ and language ;nd :esult in a mute subculture.
Others believe, just as firmly, that depriving a deaf child of manual
communication willycaﬁse irreparable linguistic, educational, and
emotional damage. Given such a climate, most researchers prefer to in-
vestigate other questiops.

In the authoré' opinion, neither concern should stand in the way of
a search for objective analysis. Educational decisions must be made
daily, and if no information exists, these decisions will continue to

‘be made on the basis of emotion and other less- desirable factors.
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The rationale for this study is based on a modifi;ation of Cronbach's
(1557) Characteristics by Treatment Interaction Modél. The model is
based on‘tbe-thesis that when results of educationalyresearch consisﬁ
entirely of comparisons between groups they are of limited va}ue. Such
investigations:may be neat and produce results but they frequently mask
important interactions between individuals and different types of treat-
ments or educational prqgfémg.‘ The searcH‘%héuld not be for the '"best"
method for all children but rather for the’préferred,method for a
parﬁicular child at a pérticular stage. (For a more detailed explanation

of this rationale see Moores, 1970b.).

During the first year of the sEudy (9/69 - 8/70) formal' commitments

were given and received from participating programs following visitations .-

and/or discuséiqns with administrators and personnel. The majority of
time during.the first year was épent in the devélopment ahd testing of
assessment techniques. Teéting was facilitated by the proximity and
cooperation of two preschool programs for the hearing impaired in the
Minneapolis-St. Paul area.

In addition, an advisory committee of qualified professionals was
established and convened in November, 1969. This committee represented
several viewpoints and disciplines, and was deemed essential for inputing
technical assistance and maintaining objectivity. The committee is

as follows:

T. Walter Carlin, Ph.D.
Director .

Sir Alexander Ewing Clinic
Ithica College

Ithica, New York

4




*Diane Castle, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Audiology
State. University College

. Geneseo, New York

‘Eric, Lenneberg, Ph.D.
S ¥“Professo; of Psychology
-, Cornell University s
Ithica, New York ‘
McCay Vernon, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
Maryland State .College
Westminster, Maryland

k2

1970-71 Re Aport. Evaluation of

Programs for Eearing Impaired
Children (EPHIC)

- <X -

©

Researchers visited each of the seven programs involved for several

2

days in the fall of 1970. ° Leiter International Performance Scales were a
administered, backgroundrdatavwere collected from the sehool records

and classroom observations were made. All.programs were reVisited in

the soring of i971. At this time researchers:administered five visual-

motor subtests of the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities,
re-examined pupil records, and administered measures of communication

N

aghd language ability. Full descriptions of procedures are contained

in the report. The folloWing seven programs'each considered a strong
_representatiye of a particular preschool model, participated in these
activities:

American School for the Deaf
West Hartford, Connecticut : ) .

Bill Wilkerson Hearing & Speech Center
. Nashville, Tennessee

’

*Now Director of the Infant Training Program of the Rochester School !
’ for the Deaf. . : N

¢ ""
~ o «\J
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Callier Hé%ring & Speech Center
Dallas, Texas » '

ﬁinneapolis Public School Program
Minneapolis, Minnesota

New Mexico School for the Deaf _
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, New Mexico

Rochester School for the Déaf
Rochester, New York :

St. Paul Public School Program
St. Paul, Minnesota

1970-71 EPHIC Major Results

1. On modifications of five visual-motor subtésts of the Illinois

Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA), the children as a group scoréd

slightly below the norm foi hearing children. Regardléss of program,
methodology or etiology, a defipite pat;ern of scoring occurred across
subtests. The children were above the norms on Visual Sequential Memory
and Manual Expression and beiowkon Visual Reception and Visual Associa-
tion. Visual Closure subtest scores revealed a substéntiél retardacion,
perhaps dué to the tiﬁed nature of the test.

2. No significant differences (defined as p<.0l1) were foﬁnd between
Combined (oral-manual) and Oral programs dn the ITPA. Children in
structured programs scored higher than those in unstructdred programs.

When grouped by etiology, children with ﬁereditary deafness were superior

-
-

to other classifications.
3. The most.¢ommqn mode of communication between children was through
gestures, regafdless of tlre official philosophy of the program. The only

exception was New ngico, where signs were most common.

i
. .
-
.
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4. Communication from child to teacher most commonly followed
the Oral-Aural mode, closely followgd by gestures. Gestures were
bmost freque;t in Minneapolis, signs in New Mexico and Ehe American -
School,;and fingerspelling in St. Paul.
5. Communication from teacﬁer to child most frequently was Oral 1
- Aural, accompénied by fingerspelliné in Rochester and St. Paul and by | |
signs and fingerspelling in New Mexico. Teachers in Oral—Only programs
used gestufés aSlmuch as, or more than, teachers in combined programs.
6.. The mean IQ score‘of the éﬁBjects, as measured by the Leiter
International Performaﬁce Scale, was 113.7. Children in structured
programs tended to have higher scores than'those in unstructured
programs. ,
7. .Speech and speechreading abilitieg of those children around
chronological age four were extremely difficultAto assess. Ratings
of children's attempts at articulation éhowed no significant differences
between oral and combined or structured and unstructured programs.
8. No differénces were %ound in speechreading in the oral-combined
and structured—unsfructufed comparisons.
9. Semantic differential ratings revealed no differences between
parents of children in combined and oral programsbin reaction to concepts

Hearing Aid, Hearing Impaired, Speech and Auditory Training. Parents of

. the oral group were more negative toward §peéchreadiqg, Sign Language

and Fingerspelling and more poéitive toward Deafness-and Integration of a

.Deaf Child into a Hearing Class.




1971-72 Report: Evaluation of
‘Programs for Hearing Impaired
o Children (EPHIC)

The projéct followed the same ;hiléren'in each‘program with the
exception of the Biil Wilkerson Hearing and Speéch Center, which withdrew,l
and the Maryland School.fof the Deaf, which was added to the study in
fall, 1971.- Childfen'in all programs were tested iq spring l972. In
addition to'adminstrationbof"thentests given in 1971, childreﬁ‘werev
mea;ured'on new%y devéloped receptive communication;énd articuiation

scales. Children  about age 6 were assessed in the area of academic

readiness and academic achievement. s ‘ . » o B

. £ . a7

1971-72 EPHIC Majof Results

1. The%PvéraIl scqreg of subjects on the five visual-motor sub-
tests of théalllinois Test of Psycholinguistit Abilities (ITPA) were

almost identiéal to the norms established for children with* normal hearing, -
1 - " :

suggesting essentially normal visualémotor'functioning.for deaf children.

-

2. On four of tﬁe five subtests, there was evidence of regression
towara the me;n, i.e., scores in 1972 tended te be closer to the hearing
norm of 36 than did scores in 1971. - ° |

3. On one subtest, Manﬁal Expreséién, ;he'relative superiorf%y of
~deaf children increased from 19%1 to 1972 suggesting that deaf children
nay deveiop superior skills .in this area. |

4. Scores on the ITPAbweré influenced by the amount qf structure
in a.p;ogram Qith’those childrén in more‘structurgd programs gcéring

-3

higher.

o

5. ITPA scores correlated with teachers' ratings of pupils making

the most and least progress. = .- f;&S
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6. 'AvReceptive Communication éqale was déveloped to assess five |
modes.dfrreceptive communication:. 1) Sound Alone, 2) ?rinted Word,
‘3) Sound plus Speechfeading, 4) Sound and Speechreading plus Fin~-
gerspeliing, and 5) Sound and Speechreadiﬂg.plus Signsﬁ

7. Results of testing on the Receptive Communication Scale reveal

a) “The least efficient mdde was Sound Alone (34%). .Perfbrménce
increased with the addition‘of,each.componeht; increasing to ?6%
yith the addifion of speeéhreading, 61% with fiﬁgerspelling o
“and 7i% with signs. The meén score on Reception of the Printed
Word.;as 38%. |
b) Children with theAhighest scores in reception of Spﬁnd plus
Speéchreading were from pfograms:(St. Paul aﬁd New México)
using manual and oral communication'f;om the. time the children.
started their education, suggesting that iristead of inhibiting
the recéption of spoken-language, éarly'manual‘communication
probably facilita;es it. . | |
8. .Scores on the Receptive Communication Scale were not significantiy
correlated to hearing loss for.children in éomb}ned programs (.24, not
significanﬁ). |
'9. Significant differences were found between .children in the
lower quartile in hearing from oral programs, and children in the upper
quartile in hearing in combined programs on feceptive communication. 'No

- other significant differences were found.

a) The data suggest that early manual communication does not

-

Y ¢
BN
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» o : hinder children with substantial residual hearing.
b) The data suggest that lack of manual communication

retards feceptive aBility of children with a minimal

Facd

e ampunt.of residual hearing. G

10. No patterns can be found. in ar;iculation scores betwéen
programs. Whéther orAnot children had Oral-Manuél 8r~0ra1f0n1y instrué—
tion at the béginning does not appearvto be a factor. Success in this
area appears to be more a function of program priorities. Children
“from combined programs represent two of the top three programs in this
catégdry. | “

=

11. Classroom observations showed great variation in variables such

as Classroom Organization,-Discipline and Classroom'Relationships,

Program Structure and Reactiﬁg to fupil Needs. Progfams which scored
high in these ratings tendéd to have children who scored well.on all
in§truments,.indicati;g that cléssrbom struéture~and organization per-
haps deserve.éonsideration equal to fhat currently given metﬁodology.‘
12. In chil& to child co@mﬁnication,-the child;en rely primarily
on gesturés or signs._ Gestures are more common in.Oral—Only programs.
13. 1In child fo teacher communication the most cdmmon mode of -
communicatién is Oral-Aural. Childrep in Oral-Only programs usé‘gestutes
next most‘ffeqﬁently and those in combined programs usé signs.
14. In teacher to child éommunicaéion, most teachers in combined

programs did not consistentiy use signed/spelled,EnglisH in coordination

‘w&th the spoken word. The signed or spelled elemeﬁt frequently represented '

- key words and not full sentences.

el
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15. Teachers in Oral-Only programs gestured extensiyely. It 1is !
uncleér'iftthey are éwafe of fhé>extent to which they are conveying
information through manuél means. | |
16. Parents of children in Oral-bnly programs see the main func—> ’ L ;
‘;wtibnvof pfograms-fdr thevhearing impaired to be the development of

speech andﬁspeéchreadingvskills{ They react negatively toward concepts

such as Sign Language and Fingerspelling and positively toward the

concept Integration of a Deaf Child into a Hearing Class.

17. Parents of children in combined Oral-Manual programs see the
main function of programé'to be the provision of appropriatevinstruction
V in academic skills, i.e., reading, 1anguage and writing. They perceive

progfaqs as actually combined Ofal-Manual, fating as equally positivé

Speech, Sign Language, Speech Reading; Audito:y Training, Finge;spelling
and Hearing Aid. - e
18. The following common elements were identified in programs with
children scoring relatively well aéross all measures;
a) A heavy cognitive/académicxcomponént with emphasis on pre-
reading aﬁd readiness activities from the begfnning.
_ b) Exposure to Both oral and manual communication from time of
entrance intb the program.
c)' Well-structured and.organizedvclassfdbm activities.
d)' AQ&it&ry training activities as integral parts of the school
day. o

e) Parents who view the program as combined oral-manual and not

.oral only or manual only.

"'é.
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1972-73 Report: Evaluatidn of
Programs for Hearing Impaired
" Children (EPHIC)

The project followed the same children in each program who
had beén tested in 1971-72. - All children were tested in spring
1973. 1In additién to administratioﬁ of the tests giVeﬁ in 1972,
children were administergd tests of cbgnitiﬁé fun;tibning, expressive
communication, the Metropolitan Readinegé Tests and the Matching

Familiar Figures Testb(MTF).

.;972-73 EPHIC Major kesults

1. fhe overall scores of subjécts on the five visual-motor
subtests of the illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA)
in spring of 1972 (179.96) and 1973 (180:03) were almost identical
tofthe norms established for children witﬁ ﬂofmal hearing (180.00),
suggéétingvessentially normal visual-motor functioning‘for the deaf )
children in the study.

2. On all five of the subtests, scores remained st;ble from
1972 to 1973. |

3.‘ On one test, Manual Expression,ideaf children evidenced a
superiority relative to heariﬁg norms both in 1972 and 1973, suggest- .
ing that deéf children may develop superior skills in this area.

4. Scores on the ITPA were influenced by the-;mount of structure
in a program, with those in more strﬁctured programs scoring higher.

5. ITPA scofes correlated with teachers' ratings of pupils
making the most and least progress amd with scores on receptive communi-

cation.

"6. The scores of the deaf subjects were higher than the normal

standardization population‘on the sum of four subtests of the Metro-
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'politan Readiness Testg which were administered (Matching, Alphabet,
Numbers, Copying). Deaf studenté were statistiéally superior on
the Matching and Alphabet subtests and inferior on the Numbers sub-
test. Su~cess on the Alphabet subtestvwas related to a program's
use of manual coaranication. |

7. Tﬁe results ou.the Metropolitan Readiness Tests indicate
that the prdgrams have provided children with technical skills necessary
for success in the first grade. |

8. Results frpm one program raise the possibility that inte-
gration of deaf children with younger hearing children, rather than

‘ with age mates, might tend to dissipa;e earlier academic gains.

9. The Receptive Communication Scale originally used in 1972
to assess five modes of receptive communication: 1) Sound Alone,
2) Printed Word, 3) Sound plus Spéechreading,_4) Sourd ana Speechread-
ing plus Fingerspelling and 5) Sound and Speechreading plus Signs,
was e#panded to incofpprate greater grammatical complexity.

10. Results of testing on the Receptive Communication Scale
reveal that:

a) The least'efficient mode was Sound Alone (43%). Perfor-

mance increased with the addition of eéch component,
rising-.to 63% with the addition of speechreading; 72%

with fingerspelling and 867 with signs. 'The mean score

for reception of the Printed Word was 567%. This represents '

the same order of difficulty reportéﬂhin 1972.

o

b) The total per cent correct across programs increased

from 50% in 1972 to 62% in 1973. The range of scores

i
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across programs decreased from 1972 (@3% to 60%) to 1973
(597 to 692).

11. Scores on the Receptive Communicatidn,chie weré signifi-
cantly correlated to heafing loss fof cpildren in Oral-Only prpgiams
(.61, n < .01) but not for children in Combined programs (.09, not
significant).

12. Results of tesﬁing on the revised-Expressive Communication
Scale reveal that:

a) TRaters correctly identified 37% of the expressive attempts
for 69 children.

b) By grbups, Interpretérs achieved 477 correct, while Deaf
Adults and Graduate Students achieved 35% and 32% correct
respentively.

13. Compérisons by t ;est show the New Mexico School for the

Deaf and the Maryland School for.the Deaf to be significantly superior
(p < .01) to the‘Rochester School for the Deaf and the Minneapolis Pro-
gfam. Percent correct for individual children fanged"from 9Z‘to 65%.

14. 1In articulation écores,~children in two programs performed ‘
significantly highef than those in the oéner five.  The same two
programs;are superior on the Sound Alone‘subtest of the Receptive
Communication Tgst. No explanation of this situation is available
at present. One program is Oral-Aural and one is Total Communicatinn.

15. Despite statistical differences on éverage scores between
programs in articulatibn the range of scores within programs is similar.

Each program has children whose articulatidn is almost completely

unintelligible.

‘l.{f(‘i:
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16f Three Cogﬁitive Development Measures, based on Piagetian
~ concepts, were developed and administer;d to assess plassification,
conserva;ion'and seriation. Children in the program which has based
much .of its curriculum on Piaget's theory were supefior on this
battery. There were some correlations with scores in the Metropoli-
tan Readiness Tests.

17. The relationship between functioning on classification,
conservation and seriation tasks to other types of fﬁmctioning being
assessed 1is unclear. For example, children in the program scoring
highest in the Cognitive Development Measures were lowest in the
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities visual-motor subtests.
Whether or not specific training on conservation, classification and
seriation per se transfers Fo éther behéviors is worthy of inveétiga—
tion.

18. On the Matching Familiar Figures Test, no differences were
~ found between programs. thldren classified és "impulsive" did-fela—
tively poorly only on tests which were timed (Visual Closure on the
ITPA, Copying and Matching on ﬁhe MRT), suggesting they employ inappro-
priate strategies under the constraints of time. —

19. Classroom observations showed great variation in variables
'such as Claésroom Organiiatibn, Structuring Program, énd.Eﬁcouraging
L Speech and Language Development.l There were large differences from
the relativé program ranks in 1972. Changes in relative rank in
classroom observation scores appearéd to correspond with changes in
ratingé of overall program effectiveness.

20. In child to child communication, the most common mode of

...
o
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_communication was sign. Ofal-Aural and combined Oral-Manual Commnnl-
‘cation were also frequently observed. Gestures continue td be.more
common in Oral-Only and Rochester Method programs. Of the two pro-
grams ﬁsing’Oral-Aural Communication most frequently, one is a Total
C?mmunication program and one is Oral-Aural. |
21. 1In child to teécher communication the most common mode of
communication is Orél-Aural, followed by sign. Gestures continue to
be employed more frequently in Oral-Only programs. ‘
22. Teacherbtb child communication most frequently is Oral-Aural
followed by sign. Téacﬁérs appear to be more consistent in follqwing .
the expressed éhilosophy (Rochester Method, Total Communication, Oral- |
Aural) of a particular program than in past years. Ho&ever, teachers
iﬁ Oral-Only and Rochester Method programg;continue to place heavy
‘reliance on gestures. . ) .
23. In five of the seven programs consistent communication
patterns were observed. 1In two programs the mode of communication
varied as a function of tﬁe pair unit involved‘(child-child, child-
geache% or teacher-child).
24. Parents qf children in Oral-Only programs have modified their
opinions to some degree from 1971 and 1972. 1In 1972 they saw the main

function of programs for the hearing impaired to be the development

of speech and speechreading skills. 1In 1973, they agreed with parents

. of children in Combined programs that the main function should be the

provision of appropriate instruction in academic skills. Responses of

Oral program parents toward questions and toncepts concerned with

manual communication now tend to be neutral rather than negative. They

; | | S
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continue to.exhibit much etfonger support qf educational ietegration.
25. ihree programs were identified which seemed to be most

effective across eight major areas assessed in the evaluation.

26. As the project continues, evaluation becemee more and more
complex, and individual programs exhibit different patterns of
strengths and weaknesses. As noted in the beginning of the project,
the final objective 1is not to identify the best of seven programs to
serve as e model, but to identify factors which appear to be of
benefit to the development in young children of specific skills or

abilities (e.g., grammatical, articulatory, academic, intéllectual).

Activities: 1973-74

The project has continued to follow the same.éhildren in each
program. The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for children (WISC) was
administered to each child and background data were gathered in fall,
1973. Progrems were revisited in spring, 1974. Children received
the Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the same battery of tests as

in spring, 1973 with some modification. The Matching Familiar

Figures Test and Metropolitan Readiness Tests were dropped from *he

battery for 1974.

R
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Chapter 3

oo

PROGRAM AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION : , o

Program Description

The seven participating programs are as follows:

American School for the Deaf
West Hartford, Connecticut

Callier Center for Communication Disorders
Dallas, Texas \

Maryland School for the Deaf
Frederick, Maryland

Minneapolis Public School System
Minneapolis, Minnesota

New Mexico School for the Deaf
Albuquerque and Santa Fe, New Mexico

Rochester School for the Deaf
Rochester, New York

St. Paul Public School System
St. Paul, Minnesota

At the onsét of the'second year of data collection'the Bill
Wilkerson Hearing Qnd Speech‘Center withdrew from the evaluation
and the Mar&land School for the Deaf wés added.

Programé were selected to represent a diversity of educational
methodologies and philosophies. The authors are aware of differences
that exist iﬁ éﬁe definitions of thése varied methods of instruction,
especially in xebbrence to the term "Total Communication.'" However,

"for purposes of the present study methodologies have been defined
as follow;: |

1. Oral-Aural Method. 1In this method, the child receives input

AT L " ‘
i b —
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through speechreading (lipreading) and amplification of
sound, and expresses himself through speech. The use of
signs and fingerspelling are not part of the educational

pProcess.

2. Rochester Method. This is a combination of the Oral-

Aural Metho& plus fingerspelling. The child receives infor-
mation through speechreading, amplification and fingerspelling,
and expresses himself throdgh speech and fingerspelling.

When practiced correctly,.the teacher spells.every lgtter

of every word in coordination with speech.

3. Total Communication. This approach, also known in this
c&ntext as the Simultaneous Mefhod, is a combination of ﬁhe
Oral-Aural Method plﬁs fingerspellingﬁand signs. The Child
breceivesbinput through speechreading, amplificatioﬁ, signs
‘and fingerspelling. A proficient teacher will sign in
coordination with the spoken wo;d,.using spelling to illus-
trate elements of languége fo£ which go signs exist.

Program administratofs were not obligated to maintainvany par-
ticuiar aspect of their programs f;r;the_duration of the research.
They were simply requeséed to cbntinue to provide wﬁéx they con-
sidered to be the most effectivé program posgible for hearing
impaired_children. This has presented some difficulty in classi-
fication because some programs have been in transition from one

method or philosophy to another. However, it does enable the in~

vestigators to assess the effects of change, e.g., from an Oral to

a Total Communication program or from‘a structured to unstructured
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fc~-at at different age levels. The 1973-74 classifications by

method are presented in tﬁe following section on Program QOutlines.

In ordg;ﬂto provide the reader with an account of tbh: activities
of children étudied in the different progtams, eacﬁ supervising
teacher was éskEd to submit‘a "sample day" representing a daily

M échédule typical of thaz followed by the children. The sample days

for each program are pvesented, unedited, in Appendix A.

Program Qutlines

American School for the Deaf

The American School is a public, residential school serving 464
pupils in preschool tﬁrbughAIZth‘grade (342 residential, 122 day
students). Twenty-six of the total school population are classified
as multiply handiéapped. The enrollment age ranges from 2.1/2 to
20 years. The preschool is situated in a building specifically de-

oo signed for young deaf children. The preschool program was Oral-Aural
at the initiétion of the pfoject. It has since changéd to the Total

Communication method of instruction.

Callier Center for Communication Disorders (formerly thé Callier Hear-

ing and Speech Center)
‘The Callier Center is a public day school with an enrollment of

164 pupils in preschool through 3rd grade. There is no'minimum age

for admission. The five-yéar-old facility was designed to be a
~ complete funéfional unit including educational, clinical and research
divisions. All children currently involved in this fesearch began

training in the Oral-Aural Method.- As ‘of the fall and spring of the

r.
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1972-73 school year, five children'in the sample began instrgction
"in Total Communicationlclasses; since thét time, the Callier Center
ﬁas adopted the Total Communication instructional. approach. Currently
only three children are continuing in the Oral-Aural Method within

thelr home district schools.

Maryland Scheol for the Deaf

Thé ﬁaryland School for the Deaf is a public, residential
facility serving 373 pupils, 344 residential, and 34 day studénts
in prescgool through 12th grade. The minimum age at enrollment is
4 years with a maximum age of 19 yéars. Housing, diniﬁg facilities,
gymnasium and classrooms for all the younger children are located
in a two story bﬁi ing on the éampus. The children at Marylénd
are being traiped via %%tal Communieation.

Childrenyin the Marylan& program are the only ones who have
not remained in the same nursery and/or preschool program over an
expended period of time. All entered the Maryland School for the
Deaf in September, 1971. Five had preschool experience at the Easter
Seal Society, the Gallaudet College preschool or a private pre-
school; one had been enroiled in a day care center for the retarded,

while one had been ihvolved with the Maryland School for the Deaf

parent counseling program.

Minneapolis Public School System

The Minneapolis Public School System is a public day program
serving 178 pupils in preschool through 12th grade from the west

metropolitan school districts of the Minneapolis/St. Paul area.

e A
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The enrollment ages range from under 1 year to 21 years. The majorit&
of the sahﬁle attend day classes'for the deaf in twc of.the elementaryc
schools; none remain involv;d in thefparent*oriehted preschoql program

"in which the entire sampleiﬁas originally enroiled. Two of the chil;
dren have been placed in hearing classes in their home districts, while

~ four others are integrated into the same hearing first grade classroom

where they are receiving supplementary instruction from a teacher

of the deaf working within the classroom. Most of the Hinneapolis
children in this-project are -trained using the Oral-Aural Method,

although four children have been placed in total communication'classes

within the Minneapolis.program as of 1974.

o

New Mexico Scheol for the Deaf -

-The New Mexico Schoolffortthe‘Deaf publicaily‘serves 228 pcpils
_in Santa Fe.and outiying'preschocl'units. The-153 residentiai pupils
h are housed in Saﬁta Fe along with 75 day'students ih preschool_through
12th grade; The‘ehrollment age ranges frcm 5 to 21 years:» The
Albuquerque program }has 21 day students with enrollment beginning at
age 1. 'The Santa Fe preschool is located in the primary building
while the Albuquerque preschool is a self-coqtained'unit. All echil-

o

dren in these preschools are instructed via Total Communication.

Rochester'Schooi for the Deaf

. The Rochester Schcol for the Deaf‘is a public, residential school
enrolling 278 students (108 residential pupils and 170 day pupils) in
preschool through 12th grade. The enrollment age ranges from 3 to 19

R ; R . .

years. The preschool prograﬁ,at the Rochester School is located in a




33
‘building sﬁecificaliy désigned for youné deaf qhildren.‘ This &eér.
»féur children in the sample are invplveﬁ in primary levél élasses
located in another area of the campus. While the program was
employing the Oral-Aural Method of commﬁnication at the'onset of‘
résearch;.children in this program no& réceive instrucﬁion in the

Rochester Method. - . ‘

St. Paul Public School Program

The St. Paul program is a public day school enrolling 152 pupils

from the St. Paﬁl/Minnéapolis east metropolitan area.in preschool{
through 12th g;ade. ~Thé enrollment age ranges %rom under 1 year to
21 years. The preschool is located in fivé rooms of an élementary o
échool. In 1970;}%, ali.children recei;ed';rainiﬁg via the Rochesfer
Method. 1In 1971-72 the children in the project began recéiving.either
Total Commuh;cation or Ofal-Aufal ihstruction, as decided by the staff.

-

‘Three children are now integrated into regular classes under the

supervision of the St. Paul program.

-

-Selection of Subjects

: ) At present there are 61 children in the project, all of whom

have satisfied the following requirements:
7 o »

* 1) Birthdate between March 1, 1966 and Marcﬁul, 1968;
2) Senéﬁri—néural hearing ioss of 70 dB or greater in-the
. .better ear across the spéech'rangé;
i b.. , ) Leitér Int;rnationél Perfogﬁance'écaie of 80 or better;‘
w7 4)‘Age of onsef of hearing loss of two years or youngér;
. _— "5) No other severe handicap in addigion’to the ﬁeaging loss.
- . v . B ) ,

5
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The primary source of'pupil information has been‘cumulatiVe
record files. 1In spring 1974 the files wgr; reviewed and infofma—
tion regarding most.recent'audiomefric data and offic;al confirmation:
of etiology and ége of onset was gathered. This is‘thé fifst year .
that quaﬁtitative audiograms have been availablevfor all children
in thg samplé.

Complete data hasrbeen gathered-on the‘childreh for four yéars
in a;l‘of the programs except for 8';ubjects from the Marylanq School
for thé Deaf who entéred't?e'stﬁ&y in September, 1971. This year, 11
students either moved to diffefent.stateé or were transferred to

other school systems.

Description of Subjects and Program Services

.In accordance with thg origihal ﬁroposal, the WISC Performance
Scale was administered infthe fall of 1973. Thé remainder of test
data was gatheréd from March through May 1974. The order of visitg
Qas.raﬁdom excepf,that a pr;gfam visitedlfirst or last in 1972 or
1973 did not fall in the same position in 1974.

The_chronologigal ages of the 61 subjects at ﬁhe time of testing
ranged from 74-91 months, with a mean age of-84.62.. WISC-Perfbrmanée

Scale IQ scores ranged from 85 to 142 with an overall mean of 110.09.

Audiometric data yielded a mean hearing loss of 98.36 for}the

samblé with-a range of 75 dB to 110 dB. As in 1973, 92% of the sample

them by the school. This contrasts to a figure of 85% in the 1970-71

period and 887 for the 1971-72 period.

S
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detailed descripiion of - the IQ data is found in Chapter 4 of this

the remaining children attend day classes either in reéidéntial

35
A summary of the séx, age, IQ and heafing 16ss by program is
available in Table 1. The t—test comparisons on the basis of thesé
factors reveal no significant differéhce Between programs. A more
report.r
~ The breakdown of the sémple by etiolog§ and age of oﬁset of
heariné loss:may'be found in Tébles 2 and 3. Deépite recent medical
and diagnostic advances it is interesting:to néte that tﬂé Unknown
Etiology category 1s the largest, accounting for over 1}3 of the
sample. | .. |
Data in the'pupils' cumﬁlativp files indicatg that By June 1974
8 children (thé complete Maryland sample) had attended their pre;eht
program for thfee academic years. For the other.sixbprograms, 24
children had been enrélle& for four years, 23 for four tocfive yéars,
and 6 for five or more years.

Eighteen pupils are currently living in residéntial schools;

schools or speech and hearing centers. The number of class hours of
instruction varies from program to program and also within some ' ‘
programs. However, almost all of the children are now judged old

enough to attend full day sessions. The average number of hours

spent -in the'classrbom for the entire sample 1s approximately 27 1/2

hours per week, an increase over the past year. The type of student

(residential, etc.) and number of instruction hours by programs 1s

presénted in Table 4.

Tables 5 and 6 include a description of staff and supportive
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personnel and their qualifications which was provided by the suber--
vising teacher and refers only to the peréonnei working with the

' pfesent sample of children.

It shogld be stressed that the children in the:present sample
represent a subset of eachkprogram. Complete programs are not des-
cribed in detail. Most of the programs, for example, have children
tﬁroughvhigh school age. The Callier, Minneaﬁolis and St. Paul
programs serve’large numbers of children at the’preschool age with
mild and moderate hearing impairments. These children, of course,

are not included in the study and the extent to which fiﬂdings might

generalize to them is unknown.
]




41

Vi : H Vi Vi 6 _ wa3sAg Tooysg
. : . : ~ OTIqnd nEd IS
9 T Vi € 8 Je9q 9ya 103

Tooyog 133Ssaydoy

L L 4 0 "6 Jesq 9y 103
- “. . : : TOOUOS ODTIXI|K MIN

N 9 9 z HT ) wa3sLg Tooyos
. 2ITqng STTodesuntR

[4 | 4 3 Z L , © Jesq 9yl 103
Tooyos pueTliey

-__

V] o . T € 9 0T , . .SI9PIOST( UOTIEBOTUNTWO]
) 103 Id]3Ud) IITT[EB]

55/5¢6

€ T . 0 '/ jeaq 9y3 1oz
T00UDg uedTISWY

" uaIpIIUYD siealk saeak saeak 7
Buriesy 10 Jeag YITA ¢ I9AQ <=7 Iopupy ardwes yaTM
IouaTaadxy snoTa9ld 3urdIoM siaquay .
YITM SI9YOEBI] weidold YITM SuWl] JO Yi3uaqg JIels Jo Iaquny wexdoxd

gouatiadxy YIoM snotadilg pue weadc v yITM awr] Jo yiduag Lq 3yeas wexdoxg

3

¢ °TqEL

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

O

1




€ Z ,Emum%w To0oYyos
OTTqnd Ined °3s

G - 1 Jesq ay3 103
Tooyds 133saYyd0Y]

9 [4 Jeag 3yl 103
TOOYDS ODTXIN MON

L VA wa3sLg Tooyos
OTIqng sTrodesuuty

? T Jesq ay3 103
tooyos puerfiey

(o T SI9pl0oSI( °uwo)
»ow I33Ud) zafTTeR)

0 0 0 7 ¢ S 1 0 0 0 0 O € T | wmwamﬁuowm.o
, 100YdS uedTIdWY <!
. ~
o] ) wn [« o wn wn
A E g AR E Y E \0
& & 2 E£ S & | E ®
e v > ol O I ® d
et H -
, m% Lo . (=] = [17]
0 0 O -
. . P w32 B R =
H P o = 2
] = ot [
o H
. - ]
: _ A1up S , - P
93BOTITIII) SIaydes] - : ) \
3utyoes9], Jeap ay3 92INn0S3dY )
A1up Io yoesy o3 | Io,
VW IoTayoeyg " POTITII9) | Te3IOo] siojng J3e31S 8AT3xoddng ~ sIayoea] wexdoxg
PSTITII3) UOoN ~ . ]
4 . )
UOTIBOTITIID) pur ‘Jyelg aarizioddng ‘sisyoes] £q sweidoig Jo umopiealg
. 1FL
&l

9 °9TqEL

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




' ' o Chapter 4 ‘ : o ‘i

Results - ' » . C

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC)‘

At the outset of this project, the Leiter International Perfor—

mance Scale was administered to all children in the sample, Because
it reaches lower chronological age levels than‘other scales, and tests-

the ability to learn, rather than testingvacquirEd skills already

learned, it was deemed an appropriate criterion measure for inc¢lusion. .

"In keeping with the guidelines of the original research proposal
for this investigation an additional measure of intellectual function-
ing was administered to the entire sample population. In preparation
for this administration; pilot testing was conducted with a sanple
of profoundly hearing impaired‘children'in a Minneapolis suburb and
a rural town in Southern Minnesota.

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC), an. out- % . .
growth of the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale, was administered L
in this investigation. Most of the items contained in;the WISC are
from Form‘;I of the earlier scales, the main additions being new
items at the easier end of each test to permit examination of Younger
subjects. This measure has been standardized for use with children

of ages 5 through 15.

The WISC con8ists of twelve tests which are.divided into two- sub-

13
N

groups identified as verbal and performance. The following subtests

of the Performance Scale were administered to all subjects partici-
pating in the evaluation:

1. Picture Completion: Specific.identification of missing

picture part.

54
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2. Picture Arrangement: Accurate érrangement and sequencing
ofvpictures.
] 3. Block Design: -Reconstruction of graphié designs through
" the manipulation of blocks.
\\\ ' 4. Object Assembly: Assemblage ofvcoﬁponents to construct
‘ \ a common obje;t.
f 5. Coding: Copying of symbols into géometric figures.
Beé;ﬁg; 6fnzgg‘Eﬁiaﬁé“éﬁéfacteriggiss of our subjects, it was
‘ , necessary in most c§§9$/to supplément the ;ggﬁﬁﬁfdizgqmpest directions
, With‘ah éPProgriﬁE; form of manual cémhunication. AR N
d s | T
<::::uResu1t ( | Ry
— k Table 7 summarizes by program the mean scaled scores for each
- . of:the WISC Performance Scale subtests as well as the mean Perfprmanée

Id:scores. For the WISC, scaled scores are derivations of raw scoreé
'V\\éuch that at each age and for each subtest the mean écaled score for
thelstandardization sample is 10 with a standard derivation of 3. =
The mean Performance IQ for the 61 children in this year's
sample was 110.0§. Scaled subtest scores range from 13.62 (Picture

Completion) to 9.85 (Picture Arrangement) with intermediate scores

at 10.03 (Copying), 11.93 (Block Design) and 12.02 (Object Assembly).

Figure 1 1llustrates the patterning of the subtest scores of the deaf
sample as compared with hearing norms, and is perhaps indicative
of a unique cognitive style in this deaf population.

Program scores from the current investigation range from 103.33

for tﬁe American School to 114.50 for the St. Paul System. Ais

S RS
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: S o Co P
- previously noted, t-test comparisons reveal no significant differences
: s i .
in total IQ scores by program. S ' n\ ; :
. ) s -2 : . _ . ) 2
' For the 61 children tested, comparisons of this year's WISC Per-

M .
<

formance -IQ scoreg and the Leiter Performance IQ scores obtained four
. . o . A )

\

4'years ago reveél aldeCrease of approximately 6 1/2 pointsierm 116.51'
to 110.06. Thié decréaée in IQ sédres across ;ime is coﬁsiséent Qifh
.the findings bf Quigley (1969; who reported a_differéhéevof'IZ points
.betwgen~the:Leiter Sca;e mean score and average scores” from the WISC
APe;formanée Scale,-admiﬁiste:ed four years later. |
Déspite these findiﬂgs, a-highly significant Pearspn product-
moment correiation of .86 bet&een thé"two test scores wa; obtained

for the current inquiry;

'




Illinois Test of Psychclinguistic Abilities

@
The Illln01s Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) was
“employed in this study. The model of the ITPA (Kirk l969' Para-

e skevoulos and Kirk, 1969) i« three dimensional ‘and contains (l)

the channels of communication, including auditory and visual 1nput

_and verbal (vocal) and motor response; (2) psycholinguistic processes

including reception, association and axpression; and (3) levels of
organization,'including the automatic and representational levels.
For the purposes of-this study, only the following five visual-

" motor subtests-Of the ITPA were administered‘to.the sample population:

: “ ¢
1) Visual Reception - measures the child s ability to gain

.meaning from visual symbols.

2) Visual Association - measures the child's ability to

relate visually presented concepts.

14

3) Manual Expression -‘measures the child's ability to’convey
¢ ' ideas manﬁally.

4) " Visual Closure - measures the child's dbility to identiiy a

familiar object from an incomplete pictoral presentation.

5) Visual Sequential Memory - measures the child's ability to
"~ replicate from memory, sequences of nonmeaningful geometric

figures.

It should be noted that the Manual Expression subtest 1s not

related to any arbitrary system of manual communication utilized by

%3 ,-

o

?x




deaf individﬁals; Rather, it involvés avchild‘déménstrating B °
appropriate actions, such és dialing a telephone or blayipg a -
guitar, wﬁén presented with visual st;mulation.

' Alth;ugh all five subtests rel& on.tﬁé visual—motér channel,
as previously noted, instructions are designed to be,oraily
presented. 'Thus; additional instructidnal‘materials were devised -
to further assist the child in undefstaﬁding the tasks when
;ecesSéry. Instructions for all subtests were given'in the mode
- of communication consistent wiéh the:methodology employed by -each
school. A )

In the s;aﬁdardization prpceés; approximately 15% of the ITPA

sample included children who were found to be nontestable. similarly,
each'éubjecf in thebﬁresent study was eligible to receive a shoré

regardless of refusal to -participate or failure to obtain a basal

on a particular subtest.

Results

" The basic data cOnsisfed.of scaled scores for 60 chil&ren on

°

five ITPA subtests. Scaled scores are transformed raw scores such
that at each age and for each subtest the mean or average‘péxfdrmance
" of the standardization sample is 36, with a standard deviation of

six. Scaled scores account for both group means and variances and

: | \
provide a comparison of the child's performance. -

o

For the present sample the total score for all 5 subtests ' °

averaged 180.65. As in 1972 and 1973, this écore is almost identical to

the norm of”180 established for hearing children, again suggesting

0y . . )‘-:‘i Fanray
| | ob
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that the children in this study are functioning normally in the

visual-motor channel. ITPA scores for eaéﬁ prpgram are '‘summarized
in Table 8. Average scores for‘the Callier Center; New Mexico Schodl
and St. Péul Pfogram are above the mean fbr ﬁearing children while
the scores for the ﬁinneapolis'Prqgram fall within a point of the
hearing mean. Average scores for the Maryland and Roche;ter Schoois
fell below the méan. . |
Multiple E_teéts were used to compare the cotal.iTPA scores.

by program; etiology, hearing loss and methodology. No significant .

differences were found at the .01 level,

Longitudinal Comparisons

In'1971,.inspection of the scores of thé deaf subjects across
the five viéﬁal-motof subtesté revealed a diffe;ential pattern%of
functioning for the deaf subjects aé compared to tﬁeir heariﬁg
counterparts. -This pattern reéained consistent:for the 1972 dafé
élthough scores on the Visual Reception, Visual Sequential Memory,
Visual Association, and Visual Closure subtests regressed toward
the hearing mean of 36. Further regression has been nofed in the
esults. Figure 2 presents comparisons of ITPA scores by
for 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974. |
From 1973 to 1974 the overail meén scores for subtests have

rd

varied less than one.full point, - With the exception of the Manual

Expression subtest, the same scores have stablized within two mean

.points of the hearing norm as follows: Visuai'Reception (35.16) ;

Visual Sequential Memory (37.76); Visual Association (34.48); -

87/68
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Visual Closure (34.41); Manual Expression (40.50). As noted, deaf

' subjects have continued to maintain relatively higher scores on

the Manual Expression subtests. The sample score for this subtest
differs significantly from the hearing mean (t = 6.5189; p < .001).
These data lend further support to the results of the previous

two years, i.e., that subjects in the present sample function normally

in the visual-motor channel.
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Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT)

In the Sﬁring of 1973 the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT,
Form B) were administered to 69.subjects_participating in this
evaluation. These tests were designed to measure the extent to
which children have acqufred those abilities which contribute to
success in firstAgrade, as welllas to provide teachers with a quick
and reliable instrument for assessing indivi&ual needs of children

entering first grade. On the basis of pilot testing, the Matching,

Alphabet, Numbers and Cogviﬂg subtests were included in ‘the 1973

test battery. (The reader is referréd to EPHIC Research Report #57,
Méores, Weiss & Goodwin for a complete ﬂescription of findings.)

«  In contrast with the program emphasis’ during the earlier stages
of the study, our children are now engaged in more scﬁblastie and.
academically centered ,curricula. ‘In an effort to administer items
which more adequately measure the educational development of the:.
subjects, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (Primer Battery) Reading
and Arithmetic subtests; were selected for inclusion in this year's
test battery.. Its Aevélopment was based on extenéive énalysis of
current educational materials, syllabi, state guideIines'and other
curricular sources. Appropriateness of content and format, clarity
of.wording, and other guch factors wére examined, and when nece;sary,
adaptations for use with sign language weig made. Instructions were
Vprovided in. the mode of communiéation conéistent.with the methodologies
employed at the Qarious programs. In ‘the spring of 1974 the following

subunits of the MAT (Primer Battery) were administered:
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Reading - attempts to measure pupils' beginning reading
skills through letter identification, ﬁictﬁre
Qord.and‘picture sentenqe assoclation.

Numbers - attempts tp meaéure pup%}s' un&erstanding of
basic.computational principles and relationships
including coun;ing, measurements, number ;ecog—

nition, addition and subtraction of one digit

numbers.

Results

" The two subtests of the MAT were administefedvtb the 60 subjééts
in_the present sample. Since the.auéhors of the MAT do not provide
age adjusted scaled scores, statistical analyses we;e computed on
the sample's raw scores by subtest. Mean raw scores for tﬁe Réading'
and Arithmetic’ subtests and total MAT scores by program aré summa-
rized in Table 9. The t-test comparisons reveal no significant differ-
) ences ?y program for either subtest or total scores.

. The MAT authors provide percentile rank scores for standafdization -
samples at the end of kindergarten and the middle of fifst grade.
These percentile ranks provide a comparison of the child's position
relative to the normative group with the 50th percentile indicating.a
tYpical performance. Since the mean chronological age of the current
sampie 1is épprokimately 7 years, the percentile rank for the middle

of first grade appears to be the most appropriate for use here. Tﬁe

present sample of 60 children received a mean percentile rank of 62

on ‘the Reading subtest, a rank slightly above the average performance‘
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of hearing first graders, while their mean percentile rank of 35
on the Arithmetic subtest falls below the typical score of° the

hearing group.

Y

~These‘findings are similar to those of the 1973 Metropolitan
Readiness Tests in.which the sample of deaf children scored signifi-
cantly higher on the reading related tests of Matching and Alphabet
while their performance on the Numbers test was significantly lower
than that of the standardization sample At that time it was felt
hthat the relatively poor performance on the'Numbers'test could be
attributed tc the fact that ail questions were preéented verbally.
Even in schools where signs and fingerspel‘ing were added to qhe
verbal presentation,‘hhere was still a- possibility;that the results
weére confounded by the receptive communication abilitie; of the
children. : ._ . . . 5,
Although the verbal nature of the Arithmetic subtest may still
~account in part for the relatively poor performance of the‘deaf
suhjects;on computational tasks, this second year of data 1en&s
furtbher support to indications that perhaps these children are fnnc-
tioning below their hearingxcounterparts in the area of arithmetic,
or that at this point the programs appear to be emphasizing the develop-

ment of reading rathér than computational skills.

7477
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- Communication Battery

In response to the need for empirical tests of the communi-
catioﬁ kills of young deaf children three tests were developed.
These measures were desigﬁed Lo assess reeeptive, expressive and
articulative abilities.

At the time the communication battery was developed, vecabulary
for all three tests was selected from'liets of words provided by
teache}s, which the children were judged capeble of speaking, speech-
reading, or recognizing in print. Each child in the sample, there~
fore; was evaluated by his or her teacher. Only the 50 words which

- -

occurred most‘frequently across all schools‘were selected for inclusion/”
in tﬂe communication battery voc bulary.“:Prior to ﬁhe testing date
at each program, the iist of 50 words wes_senp to the school so that
the teachers could review ertpractice any qnfamiliar wofds‘with the
children. This procedure was developed to lessen the chances of any
test being one of vocabulary alone rather than one of other communica-
tion abilities. In 1972, following field testing,'the receptive
commuﬁicetion and articulation tests were judged to be in a stage
suitable for use in testing situations. ;Forv1973 the receptive
cemmunication measere was modified and expanded to encompass additional
items for administration in 1974. Validatien of the ingtrument is

- continuing. ;

"The expressive communication test was not judged to be at a

point of develbpment justifying its use as an assessment tool in 1972,

a

<

TS




and was therefore administered experimentally in 1972 and used in : 4
revised form in 1973. . The expressive instrument was again administered

in 1974 following extensive-redesigning and modification.

Receptive Communication Scale

| As the children participating in the study have become older it
has become necessary to expand this measure to more adequately assess
thelr increasing skilis and abilities. Thus, eaqh\year the Receptive
Communication Sca’e has been further developed to Include additional
and more complex grammatical® constructions.

The receptive communication scale was developed to assess five

different but not mutually exclusive modes of communication: 1) Sound
Alone, 2) Sound plus Speechreading, 3)-Sound and Speechreading plus

Fingerspelling, 4) Sound and Speechreading plus Signs, and 5) the

3
3

Printed Word. Number 1 is similar. to the Auditory Method; number 2
to the Oral Method; number 3 ‘to the Rochester Method and number 4 to

Total Communication. The authors did, not investigate reception of

'Speechreading, Fingerspelling or Signs alone. The object 335 to test
the children under close to normal pedagogical conditions used with
the déaf. Those conditions always included the spoken word.

In 1972, 20 items representing four lenels of difficulty were
developed using the basic vocabulary lists provided by teachers in
.the programs. At each level 4 items tested the following concepts:
numbers, adjectiveQnoun phrases, nonnfconjunction—noun phrases and
noun-verb-prepositional phrases. For each of the 20 correct items

three additional multiple choice foils were constructed. Alternate




\' ‘ choices.werebbalanced in matrix form (e.g., picture:bf a red ball

\\ -

\ [stimulus item] along with a blue ball, a red top and a blue top
\\ [alternate foils]) so that children would have to receive an entire

\ phrase rather than any part of it in order to-make a correct response.

\\ The positidn«of the correct choice was randomly determined on each

A\ ) . ' . . o

\\page for each of the 20 items. A sample page is found in Appendix B.
\-. . ’ - .

N The 20 stimuli’were tandomly assigned to one of five groups,

\

'egéh of which contained one item from evéfy level of difficulty,

0

enabling administration of any one of the five groups in any of the
) ' : s ‘ . .
* five modes of communication. A sample card was constructed to.assist -

and/or train the child before_eéch new mode of cdmmdnication was
introduced. To emphaéize.thejchange iqvmode, the same training card
was dlﬁayé used. S o ,
S Th; Regeﬁtive Scale was expanddd in 1973»t6 include 5 items of "f
noun-de:b %gnstfuction increasing the td;alinuhbér of items to 25.
‘Eaéh 6f_§hese‘itegs was £aﬁdoﬁ1y ddserded<into ohe of ﬁFe five groups
. of items.déscribed above. VTest adminisfrépion#yas cohsistent with

that of 1972. |

e

H . <

ﬁeceptive Communication Sgpplemeﬁt » o . .

)
>

Ih 1974, item_additions of 5'nega;ive and 5 feversiblg passive
voice forms adapted from“Schmittw(1969) were randomized into the
lexisting measure. - These.items,were cogstructed_iﬁ'such a way that
;for each passive item the subject and opject wede reversed in one
of tﬁe alternate foils”(e.g.,'the Boy was hit by the girl tstimulus

i;em],.and_the boy hit thé_girl‘[aléernate foil]) .  For each negative,

A
a

- SR T

.
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one of the alternate ﬁpils was the positive construction of the
same sentence (e. g., the boy is not walking [stimulus item], and

the boy is walking [alternate foil]) ‘These additions increased
‘the“number of items for each mode of commﬁnication,from»S to 7,
rendering a total of 35: o

(-2

In assessing COmprehension.of veertenses, 15 iteus were
developed‘incorporatingTVocabulary and tense from Thorndike's Teacher's
Word Book. .Each of the five series of three pictures’was sequenced

" to include the future, present progressive arnd past tenses respec—
) tively, (e.g., the girl will sit, the girl is sitting, the girl sat)_'

with the test item in each sequence being administered-in‘one_of the

&

o

prescribed modes‘of communication. As with the receptive communica-

tion scale, a demonstration item was employed to assist the child in

communication modes.

8 4

r the 1971-72 and 1972-73 evaluations, the Callier and Minnea-
'polis programs requested that neither gign language norbfingeispell-

I
' : : . €
ing be used_in-testing their oral students. With the exception of the

children enrolled in total communication classes in the Callier pro-
gram'as of l973, these modes were employed with neither group.  The

; request by the Rochester School not to employ signs was also} honored.

C

Childnen in oral classes in the Minneapolis program and Callier Center

were given three Sound plus Speechreading tests and children in the
\

Rochester program received two Sound plus Fingerspelling administra—

tions in place of signs which were ordinarily used in these portions

..

of the measure. -

b
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Af the tgmé of the 1974 evaldation,_tﬁe Callier program had @
‘officially changed from aﬁ—bral aﬁprqach ﬁo the use of total
communication, and several children in the Minngapolis program had
been reassigned to totél communication classes within their school
'systeﬁ. The remaining programs continued to'uée the gethodologies

previpusly employed.

3

Résults,
o For purposés of analysis ;hevRééeﬁt1v§’Commﬁnication Scale has
beén separated iqtb fhé fd;lowing four Sectioﬁs;'

1. Core Igems (employed’ in the 19;3 evaluation) : 25 items
consisting of 5 number; 5 a&jedtiQe-nounf 5 noun—verb;
59noun—conjunction-ﬁoun; and 5.noundverb—prepbsitional
phrase cohstructiqns. ‘ |

2. Negativeé: 5 supplemental negative coﬁstructions added
to fhe revised 1974 commuﬁicétidn scale.

3. Péésives:‘ 5 revefsiblé passiﬁe items added to‘the revised
1974 communication scale.

4. Verb Tenses: 15 &erb items éomprised of the future, present
and past tenses added to the revised 1974 communication

scale.

Core Items
The basic data consisted of the per cent correct for each mode °

. as well as the total per cent correct on all 25 items for each

subject, Table 10 presents the average scores by mode and program.

- T
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Arcsin transformations (Winer, 1962) were applied\to the data
" £ 3 . .

before the statistical analysis to mindimize difficulties inherent
in the use of proportional data.
Examination of Table 11 suggests that, in accordance with the

findings of the 1971-72 and 1972-73 reports, the 1974 scofes-imbrng

as dimensions are added. Because they do not involve direct persor

“to person communication, Printed Word scores are considered séparately,
The fémaining four‘modes'ofhcommunicatidn sco;es improve from sound
alone (44%), to sound ﬁlus speechreading (68%),ﬁto‘souﬁd aﬁd speech-
reading plus fingerépelling (;5%5, to‘sqpnd ;nd épeechre;ding plus
signs (88%). The overall accuracy is 69%, Despite continued ‘improve-
ment in the children's réceptive communication skills, the h&erarchy
of difficulty'fOr;these four’modes of cémmunication hag’remaiqedb

N

constant across the three year period from 1972 t§ 1974,
,‘The five modes.df‘communicgtion were examined to determine %f
statistically significant differences aﬁong modes existed. Analysié
By'g test indicatas that sign languagé is significantly easier
(larger per cent correct) than Sound Alone or Speechrea&ing and
Fingerspelling, while Fingérspelling, SpeechreadingQand theaPrintedk
Wbtd are significantly easier than Sound Alone (Table 12). '
Tbe.anaIYSis of the data by.programs using t-test comﬁarisons
reyealed 1o significant differences fér total program scores at the

~.01\level of probability. Analysis of the scores by the extent of

hearing/ loss revealed a Pearson product-moment correlation of .30

between hearing loss and receptive communication scores.
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r
Table 11

N Receptive Coﬁmunication Scale (Core Items):
- Percentage :Scores Obtained in
1972, 1973, and 1974

Subtest | 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
; " ) . < . )
Printed Word 38 - 56 - .76
Sound Alone : 34w - 43 44
: Sohnd and Speechreading ) 56 = 63 68
Sound and Speechréading ‘ :
and Fingerspelling 61 72 75
‘Sound and Speechreading
‘and Signs ' 72 N 86 88
'Tétal Percent Correct . 50 ) 62 ( 69
- %
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~ Table 12
Receptive Communication Scale (Core Items): Significant

Comparisons between Modes of Communication

Comparison o t ’ df -

Sign Language > ¥Fingerspelling ‘ 2.699% ' 86

Sign Language > Speechreading - -3,879%* : 98 .
. ‘ : .

Sign Language > Sound Alone - 9,047%% 98 @

Fingerspelling > Sound Alone - 5.618%** 106

Speechreading > Sound Alone : ‘ 4.136%% 118

Printed Word > Sound Alone 6.073%* 118

*p < .01

#% p < 001




Negatives

In the examination of the negative items of the receptive scale,
both thé percentages. of correct fésponses and positive interpreta- ]
tions of the regative phrase (e.g., picture selection of "the boy is
walking, réthervthan "the boy is not walkingﬁ) weré considered.

The overall percentage of‘co;rect responses was 367% with sub-
jects chosing the incorrect, positive intérpretation of the negaEive
46%”9f the time (Table 13). Thus;\;he deaf subjects tended to ignore
the negative cues and select the picture representing the opposite’
meaning ﬁore ffequently than the correct response.

Inspection of the negative scores by mode of communication
'reveals that the deaf children,receiﬁed a higher percentage of correct
responses when items were presented via the,Printed Word (457%) than
- when presented by other gggﬁf of commdhication. Sign Language (38%)
and Speechreading (34%) were&the next most efficient modes, while
Sound Alone (32%) and Fingerspelling $3OZ)Awere the least effective

means of conveying negative phrases. Initial t-test comparisons

yielded no significant differences for negative scores by program.

A

Passives

Evaluation‘of the five passive‘additions‘to the receptive scale
includes both percentages of correct responses and the incorrect
Vreversals of passive phrases (e.g., picture selection of "the girl
hit the boy," rather than "the girl was hit by the boy"). Theré
was ; total of 360 passive items for the 60 children.

The overall percentage of correct respoﬁses was 297 with sub-

~E
N -
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° 2

jects choosing the reverse interpretétion-of the passive bhréses 7%
of the time (Table 14). It therefore appears that deaf subjects
frequently employ the active iﬁterpretation ofﬁpassive phrases, and
ignore the passive marker 'by."

In separate investigations of deaf children's acquisition of

the passive voice, both Power (1971) and Schmitt (1969) observed

- deaf children between' the ages of 8 and 18 making similar types 'of

errors in the comprehension of passives. They suggest that this

incorrect interﬁretation occurs because of the student's failure to

reverse the subject-object order of passive séntences. Thus the

deaf ghild not only fails to interpret passive sentences but freqﬁently

derives information which is the opposite of that which is intended.
Examination of the passive scores by mode of communication indi-

cates that deaf children received a considerably higher percentage

of correct responses when items were presented using(the printed

word (507 correct). SEdres for the reraining modes of communiéation

cluster around chance level of 25%; with Sign Lang;age at 287%, Finger-

- : ¢
spelling at 25%, Speechreading at 24%, and Sound Alone at 22%. Initial

t-test comparisons revealed mno significant differences for passive

scores by program.

Verbs

_In the analysis of the 15 verb tense iteqs the percentage of
correct responses by program, mode of communication, and verb tense
were considered.

.

The total percent correct of -all 60 children across the 15

" 99)




(=]
~

08 -0 LYy . 6¢ 09 _ TeaoL
09 - 02 LE LE 9 upi3oid T0OYdS
oT1qnd Tned *3S
09 -0 86 £C 8 | Je9Qq 9y 103
Tooyss 1935°Yyd0y
|
09 -0 oy Lg L .| 3eeq @u3 1203
i TOo0uUdg OOTIXT MON
08 - 0 6% 133 €T we13o1g TOOYOS
OTTqnd STTodeauury
| , |
09-0 £S5 8¢ 8 1389Qq 9Yy3 103
o _ TOOYdS pueTAIEyR
09 -~ 0 oY YA (A SA3pAOST(
- UOTIBDFUNULOY
103 1§3u3d) ISFTTEH
09 - 0L Ly 0¥ 9 -3eaq ou3 103
To0Y2S uedTASWY
- (@100g °8e]U8d19d) S9100§ cmwoso soATSsed 309110) ,
309fqng TenpIaTpul jo °3uey posioaay Jo 93ejuadiag Ju2219g N Tooyog

\

weidoxgd Ag

%1 91qEL

Amm>ﬂmmmmv $91005 UOTIEOTUNWLO) aAT3Idaday

92

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



S 71
items was 39%Z. It appears thatﬂthe Printed Word, 42% cnrrect, was
the most effective means of presenting the verb tense items'to this
group of children. Scorés nf the remaininglfour modes of communica-
tion are relatively close with Sound Alone and Finger;;elling at’

38% correct, Speechreading at 37% correct and Sign Language at 34A
correct (Table 15).

ﬁy verb terdse, the children recognized the present progressive
tense'mast frequently (59%), followed\g§‘the past tense (417%) and the
future tense (17%). However, these findings are confounded by the
fact that the subjects had a tendency to select most often the pic-
tures in the medial position which depicted the present progressive
tense. Disregarding the correct resﬁsnsés, subjects chose the
pictuyes in the initial position 14/, the medial position 567 and
the final position 30% of the time. A t test comperison reveals

nu §ignificant differences for verb tense ftems by program.

. Expressive Communication Scale

In addition to the articulation portion of the battery, a commun-
ication scale was developed to assess expressive.language abilities.
In 1973, stimuli for the expressive scale eonsisted of twenty-five
pictures selected from the alterentive foils of’the receptive communi-
cation scale representing five levels of linguistic difficulty:
number concepts, adjective-noun phrases, roun-conjunction-noun phrases,
noun-verb, and noun-verb—prepositional phrese constructions. |

It was felt that the simplicity of the stimulus items tended

largely to elicit naming responses rather than allowing for a more _

- 93044
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P

connected narrative description. Therefore, in the 1974 evalﬁation
eight sequenced picture stories, each pdns;sting of four to five
pictures selected from the-Developmental Learning Material (bLM)
Sequential Cards, were used as stiﬁulus items. On the basis of
pilothtesniﬁg, it was found that theée‘mo;e complex stimuxi pro-
vided a gréater ;ppértunitylto use coninected language in the éxpress-
ive attempts. ' '

In an effort to stimulate descripgive communication, a pretest
training period was con&ucted during which questions wereadzrectgg
to the subjects‘cbncerniné the content and meaning of the demonstra-
Itign geqﬁénced item. The eight sgquenced picture stories were then
‘presented in random order; each subject was encouraged to relay a
story about the picture series. The children were free to say as much
or as little about eaéh picture as they chose, and to use a mode of
communication of their pfeference=

Sessions were vidéa/taped for later review.‘ Three groups of
raters were employed to observe the video tapes. To account for
differences in communication approaches and'ékills, these selected
groups were comprised of eight Interpreters, eight Deaf Adults, and
Eight Graduate Students in Education who were unfamiliar with manual
communication. All twenty-four raters were instructed to write
what they>thought each child was communicating} those raters who were
naive in maﬁual communication and those Deaf Adults viewing oral
communication were encouraged to abstract as much information from the

video fapes as poséible. The tapes were later reviewed and transcribed

via collaboration of an interpreter and teacher of the deaf, both

/ ' 9e(q7
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\ v o :
proficient 1n the use of sign language and fingerspelling.

\r

For purposes of the present report, analysis‘bf the tapes will.

;'4 - : e

be limited to a discussion of~intelligibility and prh{frred mode

of.communication. A more detailed analysis of the quality and type

of grammatical constructions employed by the children will be pub-

lished in a supplementary report. While substantial revisions in S

:che 1974 test format have been made, the expressive communication

scale is still considered_to be in an experimental stage. Worﬁ is

continuing to further develop thisfmeasure in content and format.

R

Results . » . ot ’ |

N ’ . . » <
, The mean number of units of expression (any sign, gesture, or-

fingerspelled word used independently or ‘in conjunction with the
spoken Word) foxnsachlindividual taping sesSioﬁ{%as1143.§h%ith a

range‘of;38-415 units. The basic‘data consisted of the percentage u

.'of. words correctly identified by all twenty~four raters for each child

There are a total of 56 subjects in the current analysis. Due,

to‘mechanical failurev distortion of the audio and visual portion of

the tape for four subjects at the Rochester School vendered the tape

< - €

un1nterpretable. These sub%ects were_omitted from the analyses. It
is not-known how these deletions affectedfthe score from the Rochester
scbool. A summary of these intelligibility ratings by school and.’
rater group is found in Tablev16.

Raters correctly identified 32% of the expressive attempts for

‘the 60 children. By groups, lnterpreters»achievéd~46% correct, while ,;

the Deaf Adults and Graduate Students achieved 317 and 207% correct

)

N 4d
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respectively; Percent correct for individualechildren ranged from

o

8 to 57. Comparisons by t test shcw the Maryland School for the

Deaf to be significantly superior to the Rochester School and the

Callier Center; scores from the American School for the Deaf and
Callier Center were significantly higher than these, of the Rochestef
School (Table 17).

. The fdllowing criteria for identification of a subject's pre-

- ferred mode of communication were developed:

1. Total Communication - 70°‘of all units of expression
conveyed via simultaneous verbalization and signing or
.ﬂflngerspelling.

-

2. Rochester Method - 70% of all units of expression con-
veyed via:simultareous verbalization and fingerspelling.

3. Sign - 70%.0f all units of ekpress1on'conveyed viaﬂsigns.
Signs were not consistently accompanied by spoken words.

4, Pingerspelling - 70% of a11 units of expression conveyed -
via fingerspelling. Fingerspelllng was: not consistently
accompanied by spoken words. .

°

5. Gesture — 70% of all units of enpression conveyed via
‘gestures. ' ’

6. Manual - 70% of all units of expression conveyed via'

: gestures, signs or fingerspelling which were not neces-
' Sarily accompanied by verbalization.

7. Oral - 70% of all units of expression conveyed via
verbalization only. :

Only one child did not meet any of the above.criteria. His

expressive attempts were illustrated through' the use of either ges-

" tures or verbalization, neither of which were sufficient to reach

the 70% criteria 1lavel.

The most frequently employed mode of communication was totai

communication (N'= 18), followed by the oral method (N = 17) and signs
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Table 17 ?
. . i
Significant t-test Comparisons on
Expressive Communication Scale by Program
!
-0 - ‘!. ’/ A . !
Comparisons | _ : : df “t ;
‘ Méryland School for the Deaf > Callier Center for Communication
‘ L Disorders o, w19 3.58 *
> Rochester School for the Deaf @ = 11 5.15 **
Ameérican School for the Deaf . > Rochester School for the Deaf 9 5.21 **
l o L ' !
Callier Center for Communi- . o . . !
cation Disorders > Rochester School for the Deaf = = 15 3.57 *%
* p s .01 ‘ - : - ., IR
» . - . i .
*% p > ,001
i

e

e




‘(N = l4). One child employed.the'Rochester Method while 5 used a
»manual approach to convey information (Table 18).

It 1is interesting to note tﬁat3while each participating program
1mplements a particular methodological approach to instruction,
‘students seem to have developed personal communicative styles often

.reflective of , but not necessarily limited to the given philosophy

of communication employed by particular programs. '
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Articulation ‘ |

The articulation portion of the Battery was comprised of ten

one and two syllable wof&s. They were as follows:

apple - - top

bird ' ' - fish '
cat ‘milk

dog , red

eye ) shoe

S

. Each word was presented individually by means of a colored,
5 by 7 inch illustration. Updn presentééion the subject was,
instructed to repeat gadh word after the examiner until it was
determined that his or her best attempt at that word had bzen re-
coyrded by a pgrtable'tape recorder. If the child did not offer the
- " word §poﬁtaneously, the examiner again pfesentedlthe Qord for a
more accurate imitation. ' Every attémpt was made to obtain ;n
_ utterance for each of the ten words. ' ‘ | , : :
The complete. list of words ﬁo be used was sent to the schools
invadvance 6f fhe tést date to enable teachers to review or practice
any unfamiliar.words. The test, therefore, was one of the child's
ability to articulate words he knew rather than a test of his ability

to imitate unfamiliar speech‘produced by others.

For the previghs two years (1972, 1973) a stereo system was

employed which necessitated recording the subjects' and examiners'
voices on separate channels. Because of the number of words lost in
-the subsequent editing process- an alternate recording method was

devised. To eliminate mechanical complexities and to facilitate

Y
.
-y
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‘the editing procesé, a Panasonic RQ 3095 monaural tape.recordeﬁ was
used in the collectién of this year's articulafion data. This mod-
ificatiocn in.the recording procedure facilitated securing ten
utterances per subject, ‘the total number prescribed for each child.

To prepare the tapes for judgiﬁg by raters,_ each child'; best
attempt at the ten words was edited and randomized for transfer to
another recording-unit. In this way responses for children from
one program were'ranéomly mixed with children from all other programs.
The resulting tape was .then played for two grqups of 10 raters

‘eaéh, 15 of wﬁbm were unfamiliar with the speech of the deaf. The
remaining 5 raterS either worked with deaf adults or were teachers of
young deaf chiidren. |

The'first group of 10 raters heard the Fape from beginning to
end. ‘To eliminate any order effects, the second group of 10 hegrd

~3the end, middle and beginning of the tape respectivély. The 20
raters were preéented with évliét of 25 wofds (Appendix C) énd
instrﬁcted to ;élect from this list the words ut;ered by the sub-
jects., If ﬁnable to determine a word, the raters were encouraged

to gucss. Subjects were introduced by first name and subject num-

‘ber. Their ten utterances were then presented, each followed by

a five second pause during which the raters recorded their responses

on the forms provided.

Results

Scores on this measure consist of the percentage of correct

identifications by raters for each of ‘the 60 children. The word

~

~




82

most readily identified was "apple" (71%), followed by heye" (487

and “bird" (487). The words "cat" (17%) and "red" (25%) were

-identified with the greatest difficulty. The overall accuracy

A
across all seven programs was 37%. The Minneapolis (65%) and St.

Paul (607%) programs receivéd the highest scores, while the éemaining
five programs scored considerably lower’with scores ranging from
217 to 297% (Table 19).

To minimize problems inherent in proportional data, afc§in
transformations“were again applied to‘the.data fér all statistical
gnalysis; Program comparisons employing the t test revealed that
érticulation scores from the Minneapolis énd the St. Paul programs
were significantly higher than' those of the remaining 5 programs.
For these compagisons,<individua1 E_statistics are summatized in
Table 20.

Aswiﬁ'1973, this is the only seétion of the report in which
differences at the .05 level have been accepted as significant.

In the past .0l has been the acceptable level. Although mean scores
between the top two programs (Minneapolis, 65%,ﬁSt. Paul, 60%) and
the bottom two programs (American Schdol, 21% and New Mexico School,
23%) were great, not all diffexenceé reached the .0l level beéause
of the large range of'individual scores within progréml.

It was h;pothesized that theré would be a strong felationship
between articulation scores an&\hearing loss. A Pearson product-
monent correlation of .60 (p < .001) between articulation scores and

hearing loss confirms this hypothesis.

168/109
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Table 20

Articulation Measure
‘Significant t-test Comparisons

by Program
\ Compafison i g_' df
Minneapolis Public > American School  3.6515%% 17
School Programs > Callier Center 3.7941%* 23
> Maryland School 3.8782%% : 19
> New Mexico School 3.4371%% ‘ 18
> Rochester School 3.7366#* v 19
St. Paul Public > American School 2.8679% : 10
School Program > Callier Center 2.7167%
' > Maryland School 3.0539%
> New Mexico School 2.5013%
> Rochester School. 2.8413%

*p < .05
* %k p'< .01
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. This measure was adﬁinistered in 1972 ‘as well as in 1973 and
1974. However, the raters were different in the three ye;rs and the
authors do not believe that a treaﬂhent of comparative scores across
the three years would provide>reliab1eLinformation. Because of a‘
lack of consistency .among raters from year to year and the-neﬁ record-
ing system employed, no statistical, longitudinal compérisons have
been made. It should be noted that the Minneapolis and St. Paul
prdgrams have continued to maintain relatively highér scores across
the three-year period than the reﬁaining 5 programs. This would

seem to suggest the operation of some element within these two programs

which continues to foster a performance superior to the other programs.

]

¥ )
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Cognitive Develqpment Measures

Barbara J. Best

During the 1972773 Preschool Evaluation several new measures
were initiated.- ?hese measures were based on'a‘Piagetian model of
cognitive development and were readminisﬁered during the 1973—74
Evaluation. A brief description of the Cognitive Development Measures
and the theory generating the measures follows. |

During the period between.the ages of five and seven, children's

thinking matures in several ways. For example, as the child gfows

older, his thinking tends to become'more.reversible,)less7egocentric

< L

and more decentrated. Three Piagetian measufes, appropriate for
children within the range of five to seven, were chosen in order to
measures tﬁese changes. The correctvsolution to each task depends
upon the maﬁurity of the child's thinking skills, but also draws oh

different types of experience,and thus a child's performance should

'The first task used wes a measure ¢f classificatory development
in‘ﬁhich the children were required to scrt certain materials into
suggested classes. There were two ﬁarts to this task, one inQolving
the sorting of beads, and one involving the sorting of pictures. A
correct solution of the beads task‘reduired the children to sort the
beads on the basis of shape. A correct solution of the picture task
required that the children sort the picture cards into classes—- |
animals, toys, peeple, household goods.

The second task was a measure of the de#Zlopment of conservation,

in this case, conservation of number. The children were first trained




to reséond to equality or inequality Eetween twobgroups of Blocks.
The blocks were then manipulated in several ways, including rotation,
adding equal numbers of blocks to each group, expanding one group,
iividing one group into three subgroups, and collapsing one group.
"Childrep who understood ;he concept of conservation mede:judgments
ofwequality between the two groups despite the manipuigtions.

The third.task used was a measure of seriation ability. Chil-
dren were first giveh ten sticks, differing from each other in
leﬁgthtby 1/2 inch, end were asked to pick out the smallest and the
largest sticks from the group. The three-smallest sticks were thenv
used to construct an example se;ies for the child who was asked
to copy the examble. After tne child succeeaed in constructing the
example, he wds asked to construct a seriles usfng five and then ten
of the sticks, and to insert_three new sticks into his completed ten?
stick series.

These particular measures were chosen because they tap the impor-
tant changes in cognitive development, as outlinedvbf Piaget, which
Fake place during the yeafs from five to seven. It has also been
argued that the child's cognitive development is a more stablevmeasure
of a child's intellectual functioning than is an :Q score. Thus,

4 the purpose behind the creation of these measures was an attempt to
differentiate the effectiveness of the various programs involved an
some measure other than language and academic skills. It 1is also

of interest to determine whether or pot there 1s a relationship be-

tween cognitive development and the child's academic echievement.

The three measures of cognitive development were administered

»
8

-
By




- to 60 children in the preschool study. The results of each test™ . *
can be seen in Table -21. VIhe”total“mean score for all schools

combined was 33.0 with a rangé of 32 2 to 33 8. This compares,to a

,

total mean score of 28.74 in the 1972-73 study. All schools except
the Rochester school showed progress in their cognitive development
during the 1973574'school,year. Again, t_tests‘were’run to compare>
all»schools on each measure, No significant differences were found
‘etween the schools on any of>the measures of cognitive development,
suggesting that children in all the schools are proceeding at a

¢ . o I3

similar rate of cognitive developmentf»
\\\; It i, 1nteresting to question what relationship exists between

a Chlld s level of cognitive development and other measures of his o

developmental progress. Pearson product—moment correlation coefficients

.

between the cognitive development measures and other measures are pre-
i o : X
-sented in Table 22. It can be seen that the measures of cognitive

development are positivel; correlated with all qther‘developmental » )
measures.. The total cognitive score is significantly correlated with
Recept1ve Communication, the Numbers subtest on the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test, and the Illinois Test of,Psycholinguistic Abilities total
fscore. The Seriation and Classification subtests show this same pattern
lwhile the Conservation subtest is .not" s1gnificantly correlated with any
of the other measures. The reading subtest of the MAT ‘is not signifi-~
cantly correlated with any bf the cognitive measures; suggesting that

,learning to read may be based on cognitive factors other than those

megsured in the test of cognitive development used in this study.

'115/1/@ » -
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The lack of differences.between schools on cognitive méasufes
is interesting for two reasoﬁs, one theoretical and one practical.
Theoretically, these results suggest that differences in aéademié
curriculum do not necessarily affect the cognitive &evelopment of
children. And, practically, since there were no significant differ-
ences on other deQelopmental and achievement measUres:vacademic per—
formance may be more readily attribut;£1e.to-differential programs
at the various schools. 1In other words, while progfammatic'differ—
. ences may not effect c?gnitive development per ;e, there is evidence

that they do effect the child's performance in school.

119/120




Classroom Observation

During visitations, observations were made in the three classes
containing the iérgest number of children in each of the seven pfo— '
grams. Following each observation, faters used a prescribé& fdrmat
'to record the type of ac;ivity along with the employed mode of
communication for the 45 minute observation period.

Eqﬁipment and educational materials in use, or contained witﬁin
the claésroom were noted on the observafion form iisting items
commonly found in pre-primary énd primary programs. A modified
version of Dilorenzo's (1669) Classroom Observation Schedule ﬁith
additions appropriate to a population of déaf children was used.
While no content changes were made, the format employed in 1973
wasiﬁgggher revised to expedite the recordihg and the analysié process
for the present year (Appendix D).

Following each obsérvatioh périod,lstatements were rated on
a seven point.scale (never too frequently observed) under five major

categories:

1) Classroom Organization encompassed program organization

and implementation on an individual and group basis.

2) Diséipline and Classroom Relationships addressed the

manner in which any behavioral differences were handled
or circumvented. Tﬁe general classroom disposition was
also noted.

3) Structuring Program focused on the relevant use of speciél

. materlals and implementation of instructional goals and

objectives.




> -**47,’4,‘_,:’ .

4) Encouraging Language and Speech Development pertained to

various method(s) employed to foster speech-and language
K :

growth within the classroom, e.g., discussion periods,

controlled practice, ¥lanned exposure to concepts.

)

74

5) Reaction to Pupil Needs concerned the teacher's recognition

_and assessment of individual impairmenfs andéqeeds, as well
as his ability to effectiwely adapt the cﬁrri%ulum to the

developmental status of each student,

In a supplemental segment of the form entitled Communication

Analysis, the various modes of communication employed in the class-
room by the teacher and child (child to child; child to teacher,

teacher to child) were rated on the same seven point scale.

Results

Consistent with findings of the past three years, the amount
of equipment and materials available to teachers in all classrooms
was extensive. An increase in the presence of academic materials
was attributed to'th% fact that most children are enrolled in
early primary level classes. One of a variety of auditory units
was housed in each classroom observed, some of which couid be used
by the subjects outside of the ciassroom setting. Only 8
teachers of the 35 observed this year were included in last year's
observations.

The raw data were converted to the average rating of the

two observers for each item. Program scores consisted of the mean

N
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of these combined scores for items in each of the five categorieé.
Initial t-test computations revealed significant differences in
all the categories.

In the category of Classroom Organization, scores for the New

'Mexico, Maryland, R&chester ahd American Séhools, and the Callier
Center'were all significantly higher than the Minneapolis Program.
The score for the;New Mexico Séhool was also Significanply higher
than that of the St. Paul Program (Table 23).

The New Mexico, Maryland and Rochester SCﬁOOlS‘Were rated sig-
nificantly higﬁér than the Minneapolis Program in the area of Dis-

cipline and Classroom Relations (Table 23).

Program comparisons in the category of Structuring Pr;gram re-
vealed that scores from the New Mexico, Maryland, Rochester and Ameri-
can Séhools, the St. Paul Program_and‘the Caliier Center were all
significgntly higher than that of the Minneapolis Program. The New
Mexico School also scored significantly higher than the American School
and the Caiiier Center in this category (Table 23).

Scores significantly higher than thé Minneapolis Program were
obtained by.the New México, Maryland, Roéhester, American and Callier

Programs for the classification Encouraging Language and Speech

Development (Table 23).

Investigation into the area of Reacting to'Pupil Needs revealed

significantly higher ratings for the New Mexico, Rochester and Mary-
land Schools than those of the Minneapolis Program (Table 23).
For each program, t-test comparisons were computed on the total

observation¥scores. Significant comparisons are summarized in Table 24.

I
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Commuiiication Analysis‘

Child to Child

The degree and mode in which children commuﬁicated with each
ﬁot;ef and with their teachers were rated on a seven point scale
from "never" to "frequently;" . Scores were computed in the same
manner as iﬁ'tﬂe previously discugsed portion of the questionnaire.
Because this measure deals direcﬁly with thé type of communication
employed in the classroom, the:total communication classes in
Minneapolis have beén treatéd apart from the oral classes. Inspection
of Table 25_revealé that there is a range in the amounﬁ of observed
interaction between children within p:ogramé from 14.00 (Minneapolis-
Oral) to 21.26 (New Mexico School).' Sign language is the most fre-
quently used means of communication for the sample as a whole.

Written communication betweenvchildrén was not observed in any program.

At the American, Maryland, New Mexico Schools, the St.'Paul, and

Mihneapolis total communication programs and ﬁﬁe Callier Center,
signs were the most common mode of communication between children.
The second highést score for the American, New Mexico, Minneapolis
total communication claSsés>and St. Paul prégrams was found in the
Combined category (the simﬁlfaneous use of Signs, Fingerspelling

and Oral-Aural communication) while the category in secondary posi-
tion in the Maryland Scheool was Oral-Aural. Gestures and Oral-Aufal
communication were the second most frequently empioyed mode of
communication at the Callier Center. Oral-Aural communication

followed‘by gestures was observed most frequently in the Minneapolis

a6
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oral c}asses:. The children ttom the'RochesterrSchoolbused finger_
. spelling most frequently, with tneir‘second highest score falling
in the Combined category (simultaneous use of Fingerspelling and

Oral—Aural communication)

a

Child to Teacher '

Examination of Table 26 summarizes the pattern of comminication
from child to teacher.' ChildFteacher conmunicationlwas‘obserVed
most‘ffequently in the NewnMexico School (23,38) and leaet frequently
in the Minneapolis oralnclasses.(l3.00). Overall,Atne most common’.

means of child—teacher communication is Sign Langnage followed by'

Oral-Aural communication. The written form was observed only in the®

American, Mafyland and New Mexico Schools. The most common categories

by pfogram were: the American School, Signs and'Combined; the Callier

Center, Signs and.Combinedﬁ the»Maryland School, Signs, Combined and
Oral—Aural;'yinneapoliS'oral classes, Oral—Aural and Gestutes, and
Minneapolis total‘communication classes, Signs andvgestures; tﬁe
Rochester.School, Fingetspelling, Combined'and Oral-Aural and the

St. Paul Program, Signs and Oral-Aural. . .

Teacher to Child

Teacher—child-commUnication was’obsefved most ffequently in
the New'Mexico Scnool'(26.51) andlleaet fteqnently in the Minneapolis
oral clasees (15.50). lhe Oral—Autal method, followed by Signs and -
Combined communication were the most frequently employed modes in

~

teacher—child interaction (Table 27). ' i

145
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The most_commonly ueed means of communication for the American
School,-Minneapolis total communication classee, New Mexico School
and the St. Paul progrim were_Signe and Combined communication. At.
both the Callier Center and Maryland School, Oral-Aural communication

and Signs-were'most.frequently employed by teachers. In the Rochester

‘ School‘the Fingerspelling and Oral-Aural categories rank first and

second respectively. Teachers in the Minneapolis oral classes rely

primarily on Oral-Aural communication and employ gestural communica-
[ : )

L@

tion secondarily. . -
~Again this year there is a consistency in nwstqfrequently observed
~

modes of communication across the three types of classroom interaction.

ThlS is the first year where teachers and children in all programs

"appear to be conforming to the methodology adopted by their particular

program. However, some discrepancies in the implementation of these
espoused methodologies should be noted. First, children in both the
Rochester School and Minneapolis oral classes were observed signing

to each other, and in the case of the Rochester School to teachers.

Second, in no program employing manual communication was there a

direct one-to-one relationship between oral communication and its
manual counterpart.' In all cases manual communication without ver-
balizacion, or more commonly spoken communiCation without an

accompanying sign or fingerspelled word were noted.
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Brown Parent Attitude Scale

‘The disposition "and expectatiens of parents toward social and
academic achievement are of great importance to the'educational
~development of children. These,attitudes and expectations may sig-
nificantly affect educational progress and predict success in pre-

school and beyond. It is therefore of interest in the present study
to examine changes which- occur in parental attitude as the child
becomes older.‘ Will parents lower their expectations, or raise them?
If there are changes, will they be a function of the child's ‘success
or failure? What role does the child's pfogram play in the formation
and change of parent attitudes? '

In an attempt to measure these feelings, A Parental Information
and Attitude Scale for Parents of Hearing Impaired Children (Appendix
E) was again distributed to all pé?énts_in the sample for completion
and return. Developed by Dr. Donald W. Brown at Gallaudet College,

this seale is divided into three parts:v
Part I pertaihs to general information such as occupation,
education, and information about various aspects of the
child's hearing impairment.
Part II is entitled, "Your Child Thirty Years From Now."
It assesses parental expectations by having parents rate
such statements as '"will be a college graduate" on a five
point scale from "very good chance' to '"no chance at all."
Part III consists of some typical statements and opinions
about hearing impaired individuals. Parents are requested .

to circle the answer which best indicates their owm feelings
about that particular statement.

Twenty—seven'families returned the completed questionnaires.

Responses on this year's questionnaire were not evenly distributed
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:across programs. Out of thé total number of responding parents,
37Z'Were from Célliér, 19% from the Minneapolis programs, 14% from
the Maryland School, 12% from St. Paql, 10%Z from the Rochestef

- School, and 8% from the New Megico School. No questionnaires were

returned by parents from the American School.

Results

Part I: General Information: The general information, covering

basic data on family socio-economic status and questions concernihg
the hearing impaired child, has éemainéd'relétively constant from year
to year. Because of the minimal change in this_iﬁformaﬁion, the reader
is réferred_tofthe 1970-71 EPHIC Report for data fegafding the age of
parents, their educational backgfound, the persons initiallyvcontactedb
when hearing loss was suspected, articles'and journals on hearing

impairment read by parents, etc.

Part II: Your Child Thirty Yeafs From Now: The data consisted
of the numbef of pargnt fespoﬁses to each of nineteen statements
rafed along a five point scale from "very good chance" to "no chance
at all." The chi-square statistic (Winer, 1962) was employed to test
for differences between the distribution of parentsi responses in
1973 aﬁd 1974 and between the parents of children in oral and combined
programs,

There have been no.significant differences on individual state-
ments from 1971 to 1972, from 1972 to 1973 or from 1973 to 1974. How-

ever in 1972 there was a definite shift toward more neutral responses,

perhaps refiecting a trend toward realistic acceptance of the hearing

e .—«';
R (Y
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losé by parents. Scores from 19}3 énd 1974 have stabilized near
those of the previous year. ‘
There were 12 statements in which‘tﬁé parents of children being
instructed in oral and combined methods reflected modal agreement
(the largest number of responses feil in the same category). The
parehts concurred that there was a '"good chance" that their child
would be a college graduate, drive a car, be close to his brothers
and sisters, know his neighbors well, be in good health;'depend:on
Speechreading more than his héaring, keep in touch with his parents,
belﬁng to an organization 6f deaf or hard of hearing, have speech
that is easily understood by most people, and be married to a4 person
with normal hearing. There was "a little chance" that he‘vould read
at about a sixth grade level or below and have difficulty using English
“correctly.
The chi-square statistic was applied to the remaining seven
g statements to reveal any significant differepces in the pattern of
5 responding between the two grouﬁs. Four statements reflected a sig-
nificant difference in attitude Between the combined and oral parents
at the .01 and .OOi levels of significance‘(Table 28).
Most oral parents felt there was a very good chance that their

child would graduate from a regular high school while most combined

<.

parents felt there was little chance of this occurring.

The majority of combined parents felt that there was a good

chance .that the child will use sign language as his preferred means of

communication and will use both oral and manual communication, while

141z
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oral parents feltAthié was unlikely. Combined parents thought tﬁere
was a good chance that their child will have more deaf than ﬁearing
friends while'oral parents felt that only some chance of.this existed.
Significant chi-square statistics.are summarized in Table 28.

Part III: The data consisted of the nﬁmber ofmparénf responses
to 14 statements, each containing 5 multiple choice answe£s. Instruc-
tions to the parents were as follows:

Many statements and opinions have been expressed
about hearing-handicapped people. We are interested
in learning the reactions that you, as the parent of a
hearing-impaired child, would have to the following state-
ments. Please read each statement carefully. Circle the
letter in'front of the response which best expresses what
you think of or would d6 about the statement. .

Comparisons were made between the parents who responded in both

1973 and 1974. Responses for both years were similar. No signifi-

cantly different distribution of responses were found from 1973 to

1974.

N

Chi~square comparisons were also made between all parents of chil-
dren in combined programs and all parents of children in oral programs,
regardless of whether or not they responded in 1973. Table 29 presents

the statements on which both groups agreed. Table 30 presents the state-—
./../

ments on which the two groups differed, followed by the most frequently
chosen answer of each group. The comparison for the following three
fluestions were significant at the .01 levei:

"2. Stuckless and Birch (University of Pittsburgh) report
that their study has indicated that manual communication
(sign language and fingerspelling) does no§ hinder the develop-
ment of speech in the young deaf child. (x° = 20.42, p < .001)
[}
b. This is reassuring because I've wondered about that
(combined)
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d. They mean that this is true if the child has
already developed speech before he is exposed
to manual communication (oral)"

"2. We all have too little time. BEcause of this I should
devote my short reading time to: (x = 23, 5, p < .001)

: a. Books and articles whose authors know what
they're talking about (oral)

c. Learning about methods of teaching the deaf
which I disagree with (combined) "

"13. Most deaf people prefer to associate ﬁith other deaf people
rather than hearing people. (x2 = 24,5, p < .001).

c. I imagine this is true - they understand each
other's speech easier (combined) .

d. This 1is why deaf children should be taught with
regular children (oral)

e. If they are happy doing this - that's fine (oral)"

[

A

-~y
‘e
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Table 29

Questions on Which Parents of Children in Oral Programs and Parents

*

of Children in Combined Programs Agree

Question

Question

Question

Question

Question
,

Question

Question

Question

10

11

14

There 1s so much disagreement about education of the
deaf that the best thing to do 1is:

d. Realize that what seems to be best for others may
not be best for my child ~

Alexander Graham Bell said "I think the use of sign
language will go out of existence very soon.

d. Bell would never have sald that
If a friend of mine discovered‘that her child was- deaf:

e. I would feel obligated to share with her the satis-
faction I have now that I've found the right program

It is reported that many deaf adults who'&o not have
intelligible speech are successfully employed and well

. adjusted:-

b. This does not surprise me

An oral teacher of the deaf claims that many deaf children
can't learn to speak:

e. I agree - some can but many can't

One of the disadvantages of getting together with other
parents whose children are in my child's school is:

c. There are no disadvantages

A deaf adult says that he and his deaf friends don't think

speech 1s very important:
/

c. Possibly he and his friends have found satisfactory
adjustment without speech

The primary function of an educational program of
hearing impaired children is to: '

d. Provide appropriate instruction in academic skiills,
i.e., reading, language writing

1 : !‘G‘




Table 30

Questions on Which the Modal Response of Parents of Children in
Oral Programs and Parents of Children in Combined Programs Differ

Question 1:

Question 2:

Question 4:

Question 6:

Question 12:

Alexander Graham Bell, inventor of the telephone and
strong supporter of teaching speech to deaf children,
once said that fingerspelling was the fastest and most

efficient way to teach language to deaf children:

a. I think he was probably right (combined)

b. This is interesting but probably needs some research
to prove it or disprove it (oral)

Stuckless and Birch (University of Pittsburgh) réport
that their study has indicated that manual communication

(sign language and fingerspelling) does not hinder

the development of speech in young deaf children:

b. This 1s reassuring because I've wondered about that
(combined)

d. They mean that this 1s true i1f the child has already
developed speech before he is exposed to manual
communication (oral)

Some people have said that many fewer deaf people than
hearing people are able to go to college:

d. These people are talking about previous generations -
and are unaware of current progress (combined)

e. This seems quite logical to me (oral)

Most deaf people marfy a deaf person -

b. 1If this is true, it is because of the communication
barrier imposed by deafness (oral)

d. This is fine 1f it's what the deaf want (combined)

We all have too little time. Because of this I should“—"'_—TTJ-—‘-F-‘~

devote my short reading time to:

a. Books and articles whose authors know what they're
talking about (oral)

c. Learmning about methods of teaching the deaf which I
disagree with (combined)
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Table 30 continued 112

Question 13: Most deaf people prefer to associate with other deaf people
rather than hearing people:

c. I 1magine this is true -~ they understand each other's
speech easier (combined)

d. This is why deaf children should be taught with regular
children (oral)

e. If they are happy doing this - that's fine (oral)
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Semantic Differential

N

A measure intended to systematically compare.pa;enﬁ attitudes
toward éoncepts related to deafness was designed using the_semantic
differential teqhnique (Moorea, ﬁcIntyre & Weiss, 1972). This
principle‘involves ratiﬁg a cdncept along a seven step scéle between
pairs gf bipolar adjectives (sad;ﬁappy, etc.).v fﬁé rationale and
execution of the semantic differential are complex. The readef
islreferréd to Osgood et al. (1957) for more detailed information
and description of the semantic differential as a measurement tool.

It was hypothesized thaﬁ the parents may differ along dimensions
according to the program in which their.cbild is enrolled. Pre-

" sumably parents have certain attitu&es tovards variou; philosophies
an& methodologies of education either because they have éhosen a
particular program for their child, or because, through their in-
volvementbin-their child's program, they have been ‘convinced of

the effipaéy of a<particu1§r program's method. One important aspect
of theastﬁ&y is to invgstigate chénges in parental éttitudes as

the cﬁildren progress through various educational systems.

The semantic differential scale sent to parents in 1971 was
shortened and slightly modified for the 1972 and 1973 evaluation.
The same form was used in 1974. The present semantic differential
instrument measures attitudes towards the following Concepts:

Speechreading-Lipreading vHearing Aid

Hearing Impaired Auditory Training
Sign Language Fingerspelling
Deafness Integration of Deaf

Speech - Child into a Hearing Class




1i4~
The twelve pairs of bipolar adjettives were -chosen on the
basis of pfeﬁioué work by the senior invéstigator.j Two minor changes
';ere.made inM;he adjecfi&e pairs used iﬁ the 1972 fofm.~ A‘sample
of ;ﬂe semantic differential developed.for the prbject is presented
in Appendix F; A , ‘
_/ Ali Pafents of the ;amplé of'chiidrenbreceivéd a copy of'ﬁhe

—semantic differential to be filled out and returned with the Brown

Parental Attitude Scale. As in 1972 and 1973, the return of question- :),}
naires was .relatively small. ‘ ' ' _/,/'/"
Results

The basic'datéiconéisted of the average of responsesAon_all.
‘twelve adjective pairs fbr each concept. The higher the dontept .’
séore, the moré positive thé attitude.
| There seem to be no major changes in the attitudes of the parents
from 1971 thfﬂugh 1974, Cémparisons by E_test:were ma&e

between'parents'offchildren in oral programs and paren:s of children

in combined programs. Both groups have similar attitudes toward the

- concepts of speech, speechreading, hearing aid, auditory training,

dez fness, heéring impaired, and integration of a deaf child into

a hearing class. Parents of children in combined programs were

significantly more positive toward the concepts'of fingefspelling~

and sign language. These comparisons are summarized in Table 31.

It remains evident that parents of children in combined programs do

" not perceive these p;ogfams as manual only. Speechreading, hearing

aid, speech and auditory training all redeived'positive ra;ihgs

4
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Concepts Sﬁowing Significant Diffgrenceé Between Parents in Otal

and Combined Programs on the Semantic'Differential Measures

'c Sign Language

Fingerspelling

© Oral

Combined Ooral  Combined
‘N 13 33 13 8
°X - 5.38 6.40 "5.33 ”6.26_
sd .97 - 64 1.02 .74
t 4,07 3.46%
*p < ,01

(%*%p < ,001

'f'n‘:l R ,
1o

had s
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’equivalent to sign language and fingerspelliﬁgif All concept compari-

sons are depicted graphically in Figure 3. Little distinction is noted

between the. terms deaf and hearing,impaired.‘

- : Parents of thildren-in’oral classes do not appear to view sign

language and‘fingerspelling as negative. Their reactions tend to

be neutral.




swei3o1g paulquo) pue
Tel1Q uT sjuaieg Aq sasuodsay :aINSEIR TPTIUDIDIJIFQ OFIUBWAS °f 3Ind1g

™~
!
— o
. . g
A o 00 e > ) 0
® 00 @ . | g 80 ol 0 80 5]
a g e ) o 2] - H N
=] o o Q =i - oo o U ot 50 S
w H o 60 4 = 60 o o H o © ) 0
: s F2 28 RR 0 3§y 2% E 2
A =oAa = o B A 2d8 24 a2 5 a - (@aF3ES9N)
0 .
7
€
V4
THODS IS
awvar )
: L~
* »
1)
9
I
’ L
paurquo) (@Aa1371804d)

1810 . o




£, Lo

) . oS T
/.a-"’ - “v"":;‘:&?-‘%&

118

Régylar Class Subjects

During the paét four years; five children moved ffom their
original programs énd now have unique placement outside of the
éeven prograﬁsopartigipaﬁing in this evéiuétion. It was decided_
to continue followipg‘each of the children in the hope of gaining
insight into their continuing dévelopmént. '
| Child A h;d transférred from the Minneapolis program in 1971
aﬂd 1s now in his third year as a residential pupil at the Minnesota
: T Scﬁdol for the beaf. vThis érogram 1s in transition from the Oral—
Aural to Iotal Communiéation approach.
In 1971, Child B transferred from‘the Minneapolis program to
a hearing nursery in another city, where he received support serVicgs
from'the special education division. .As of September 1973 this child
has ﬁeen integrated into a hearing kindergarten in the same city
- where he participates in a thirty minute speech therapy éession'daiiy.
Chgld‘C was enrolled at the Callier‘Center during the 19%1—72 -

< school year and in the Minneapolis Public School Program for the

1972—73 school year. She 1s now integrated into a hearing kinder- -

garten for half a day and spends the remainder of the day in a Total Lo

" Communication preschool class in a rural Minnesota city.

In 1971-72, Child D was part of the Rochester Séhool sample.
He is éurrently enrolled in anIOral—Aﬁral class for hearing impaired
students within the Rochester Public School System.
. Until Decembef.1973, Child E was enrolled in the Minneapolis

. Program at which time he returned to his home district where he is
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integrated into a hearing'fifst grade. The division of special
services is prdviding speech therapy on a daily basis.

" Test scores forvsubjects treated as indivi&uai case studies
. over the past four years are summarized in Appendigvgxav
In addition to these 5 children 14 others have been integrated

4

into hearing classes eitherlon a part or full time basis. The
a \ : ’ .

‘test data for these 14 children has been incorporated with data
from their réépectivelprograms for anélysis, Among the programs
55% of the Minneapolis sample, 67% of the St. Paul sample and 25%
- of the Callier sample have been placed in integrated situations as
follows:

Three children participate in a regular first

grade class on a full time basis assisted by a

teacher of the deaf within the classroom;

Three children participateAin'regular and hear-

ing impaired kindergartens, each on a half day

basis;

Eight other children participate in regular

classes within their home districts and receive

supplemental speech instruction.

For purposes of analysis, these 14 children along with Child
B, C and E will constitute the group of subjects functioning in
integrated settings.

In an’attempt to identify characteristics of children function-
ing in regular class setﬁings from those who have remained in classes
for the deaf, statistical comparisons were made between these groups
in the following areas: academic achievement (MAT), receptive com~
muhication, expressive communication, articulation, agé and hearing loss.

In addition, the distributions of children within the two groups by

e
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10y
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sef, etiology, age of onset of hearing loss and preferred mode of .
éommunicatiop for the expressive communication sc&le were éxamined.
The two groups did not differ significantly on the basis of
Metropolitan Achievement Test scoreé, Receptive Communication,
Expressive Comhunication, éex, age, etiology or age of onse£ of hear-
ing Ioss;' The group of children who were integréted'info classes‘
for the hearing had significantfy better hearing acuity (t = 5.0092,
- P < .001) and achieved significantly higher écores on the articula-
tion measure (t = 9.0309, p < .001). All integrated children chose
oral communication #s'their preferre& mode during expreésive communi-
cation scale videotaped sessions. | 5
Longitudinal aféitulation scores of the two ﬁroups were further
“examined in an effor; to trace the de;elopment of the articulation
scores in the integrated group. It was found that in 1972, the first
year érticulation was measured, the integrated‘group scored signifi-
cantly higher than thé nonintegréted childrég (t = 5.9808, p < .001).
This sdggests that superior articulatio# of the.integrated group

was superior prior to integration.'

/
-/

/
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Discussion

Thé findings will be discussed following the order of presenta-
tion of results in Chapter 4. The reader is referred to thaﬁ section

for the tabular and narrative presentation of data. ‘ v ,

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) Performance (Table 7. Fig. 1)

The children appear to be functioning within the normal range.
The overall perforﬁancé IQ of 110.09 is s;mewhat above th; hearing
norm. The test has not identified any unique program differences
thét might add or detract from pérformance on othér measures and
the range of gscores for the different pfogramsvrev;gls 56 significant
differenceé. As predicted, the overall scores afe somewhat lower ;han
those obtained on the Leiter Performance Scale in 1970. This ﬁaé
expected because of a similar drop reported by Quigley (1969) on a
sample of déaf children originally tested on the Leiter at age threé

and retested four years later on the WISC.

4
5 .

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA)(Table 8 , Figure 2 )

The ove;all mean score of 180.65 indicates that the‘functioning
of the young deaf childr;n in the study on visual motor subtests
.of the ITPA is essentially normal. The overall predicted mean score
for children with normal hearing would be 180. The mean scores of |
179.96 in 1972 and 180.03 in 1973 for the same deaf children indicate
strong stability 6ver a period of two years and strengthen the

conclusion tﬁat ‘deaf children function at normal levelslgn the

abilities tapped by ITPA visual-motor subtests. Becausé the results
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show a growth of two years of achievement over the period of two.
calendar years, there is evidence to suggest that the rate of
growth 1s also normél. The relatively low‘scofe for the 1971 testiﬁg
may be explained By the authors' early hypothesis that some sub- »
tests originally provided spuriously low estimates of deaf child:en's
abilities because of fairly elaborate verbal directiéns and, in the
case of Visual Closure, the use of timed tasks.

Scores by subtest present graphic evidence of the lack of

differences between the deaf subjects and the hearing standardization

population Qﬁ‘four of five subtests. These résults are the same K:;
as reported in 1972 and 1973. As in 1972 aq§\1973, the only statis-
tiéa%ly significant difference shows the dea% students fo’be superior

in Manual Expression which, for the third consecutive year,Awas the

only subtest in which the average score of children in each of the .
seven programs was above the hearing average of 36. The consistency

of the results lends credeﬁcé to the hypothesis, originally stated

in the 1971-72 report, that deaf children, in developing mechanisms

to cope’ﬁith the environment, acquire superior skills in this area.

In examining scores by programs, it should be noted that the
originally larée range of écores among programs had decreased. Over
thé four years the‘average scores of the highest scoring programs
remained relatively constant. The highest average program scores
were 190.56 for Callier in 1971, 191.66 for St. Paul in 1972, and
187.50 for St. Paul in 1973. These programs remained highes in 1974,

with the Callier group at 189.92 and St. Paul at 189.83.

'r'~‘ re g
B 451
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Examination of the lowest average program scores presents a
different pictu;e. In 1971 Minneapolis at 159.95 had the lowest
average score. In 1972 it continued to be lowest butithe score had
risen to 175.67, well within the normal range. By 1974 the average
score for children in the program was ‘179.15, approximately ten points
lower than Callier and St. Paul, but within one point of the hearing»
norm. This score placed the program at the median, fourth pf seven -
programs,'éuggesting that the original ndn academic orientati;n of
the ﬁrdgram‘did not prevent the children from developing normal
skills in those areas measured by ITPA visual-motor. subtests.

In 1971 and 1972 scores on the ITPA were sensitive to tﬁe’amount
. of academic cognitive COnfént in a particular p;ogram.».In 1973 and
1974 this sensitivity decreased, partly because all programs became
more academic as the children matured. However the evidence suggests
that those programs in which children consistently have been above
the ncaring norms are those ﬁhich have had a consistent academic
orientation ffom the beginning.

It was noted in the 1973 report (p. 106) that children in the
Rochester program were lowest on the ITPA in 1973, yet earned the
highest score on Piagetian-based tests of cognitivé functioning.
Although the average score of the Rochester children rose from 169.50
in 1973 to 173.12 in 1974, it was still relatively low. The children
did not continue their superiority on the Piagetian tests, suggesting
that their 1973 performance‘was spuriously inflated. This will be

discussed in a following section.

Aoy
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In cdmparing the ranking of ITPA scores with reeeptive and
expressive communication scores, some discrepancies are eﬁident,
especlally for Callier and Maryland. Children in the Callier pro-
gram do relatively better on the.ITPA than‘on the communication
measures. This may be explained, at 1east>in ﬁart, by tﬁe fact that
many ef the dally activities in the Callier program are based on tasks
similar to those found in'fhe ITPA. In general, it 1s reasonable
to.conclude that the visual-motor skills measured by the ITPA do not
appear to be highly related to person-to-person communicatien among

young deaf children.

' Metrepolitan Achievement Tests (MAT) Primer Battery (Table 9)

Academic achievement of the sample, as revealed/by the MAT Primer
Battery, Reading and Arithmetic Subtests, appears to be comparable to
those of hearing chiidren<of approximately the same age in the area
of readin% and below those of hearing counterparts in the area of
arithmetic; These findings are consistent with those reported in
the 1973Hstudy,'employing the Metropolitan Readiness Test, which found
that the deaf children scored significantly higher on the reading
related testevof Matching and Alphabet while their performance on the
Numbers teeEiWas significantly lower than that of the standardization
sample. At thaEfpime it was postulated that the relatively poor per-
formance on tﬁe Numbers test could be attributed, at least in part,
to the‘fect that all questions were presented vetbally.

Although the verbal nature of the MAT Arithmetic subtest may

st111l account in part for the relatively poor performance of the deaf
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- subjects on computational tasks, this second year of data lends

further support to indications that perhaps the children are functioning

-ing below their hearing counterparts in the area of Arithmetic.

At this point the programs aﬁpear to be emphasizing qu development
of reading rather than computational\skills.
Although the children appear to bé developing‘reading‘skills
comparable to hearing children now, it must be reemphasized that
none of the programs has succeeding in developing English'language
skills ébmparable to thosé of hearing children. Results of ﬁur |
tests on expfessiye and receptive communication indicate that the
children in the sample experience difficulty with complex grammatical
struqtutes. Eveﬁ though they possess adequate pfe-réading skills,
it is predicted that as they became oldef and reading content includes
more complex linguistic structurés (e.g., passive, negative,
interrogative construction) the scores of these children, felative
to the hearing, will decline. |
In terms of programmatic scores, there appear tolbe two clusters
for both the Reading and Arithmetic raw scores. In each case the
top cluster is made up of five programs (the American School, Maryland,
New Mexico, Rochester and St. Paul) with program scores for
Reading ranging from 26.00 (American School) to 29.50 (Rochgs;er)
and for Arithmetic from 20.17 (American Schooi) to 23.25 (Maryland).
In each case the bottom clu;ter consists of Callier and Minnea-
polis with Reading scores of 23.92 and 22.69 and Arithﬁetic scores

of 17.50 and 17.15 respectively.‘ The low scores reflect the less

i AN
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academic orienﬁation of both programs in earlier years, especially
for Minﬁeapdlis, and‘Sugg¢St that children in these programs may
experience great difficulty_in tﬁe future in closing the academic
gap.

Communication Battery.

Receptive Communication, Core Items (Tables 10-12)

-In terms of relative efficiency across modes, the results were -
identical to thosebreported in 1972 and 1973 with the exception of
the Printed Word. Excluding the printed word, children feceiﬁed
communication most efficiently when presented simultaneously through
Speech and Signs (88%), followed by simultaneous Speech and Finger-
spelling (75%). The most inefficient means was Sound Aldne (44%),
i.e., when the child had to rely on héaring alone, without the bene-
fit of visual clues. The addition of speechreading improved scores
to 68%. |

Consistent with the 1971-72 and 1972-73 results, it appears
that the addition of each dimension, Sound plus Speechreading plus
Fingerspelling plus Signs adds an increment of intelligibility. In
corroboration ofvprevious results, it is also apparent that the use
of manual communication does not detract from oral receptive skills.

Table 11 indicates an iﬁcrease in receptive communication scores
from 1972 to 1973 to 1974. The smallest gains from 1973 to 1974
are noﬁiCed in the Sound'Alone subtest. Scores may be reaching

a ceiling when signs are used, especially in Maryland, New Mexico

and St. Paul, where scores were above 907 correct.
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The greatest improvement was noted in the Printed Word subfest
in which scores increased from 38% in 1972 to 56% in 1973 to 76% in
1974. This reflecting continued emphasis in the development of pré-
reading and reading skills, and supports the original'decision of the
authors to treat understanding cf the printed word separately from
the other four subtests, which are more measures of-pergon-to-person
interaction.

It 1is intéresting to observe that program scores on the Printed
Word subtest cluster in exactly the same way as Reading and Arithmetic
scores on the MAT: The top five programs are the American School,
Rochester, New Mexico, Maryland and St. Paul with scores ranging from
90% down to 77% correct. The lower cluster, as in the MAT scores, is
comprised of Minneapolis with 65% and Cgllier with 647%. Again, the
results suggest‘that‘programs with little initial aca&emic orientation
face difficulties in the later academic achievement of their children.

Examination of Table 10 reveals a number of interesting patterns
across programs and'thevfoﬁr person—-to-person modes of communication,
suggesting that the relationship between methodoiogy and communication.
effectiveness is highly complex. . |

Beginning with the Sound Alone sﬁbtest, it may be seen that
Minneapolis (587%) and St. Paul (53%) children scored far higher than
those in the other five programs, where scores ranged from 34% to
40%. A similar pattern was reported in 1973, when St. Paul ranked

first, Mimneapolis second and the other five were clustered at a

much lower level. The reasans for the consistent superiority of the
|
i

1
|
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Minneapolisvand St. ?aul.children on use of residual’hearing are mnot
readily apparent because the programs differ in methodolcgy, philo-
sophy and orientatidn. Aside from geographic propinguity, the only
shared characteristic is the fact that they are the only two programs
‘in the study that are incorporated in public schools. The differences
cannot he explained by integration oraplacement contiguous to hearing
peers because the majority of the Minneapolis children and half of the
St. Paul children are in self-contained classes. Also, methodology
:is not a factor because all of the St. Paul children started yith the
Rochester»Method and later were exposedrto signs. All.of the Minnea-
. polis children started with an oral—aural'method.. The authors con>
clude that the.superiority is explained by superior techniques and
more intensive attention to auditory training and auralvrehabilita-
tion in these programs. |

-The:addition of speechreading to sound presents a'completely
different rank in program effectiveness. In terms of the_oft-repeated
goal of "communicating with the hearing world" this subtest is the -
most significant indicator because it approximates the task typically °
facing a deaf individual attempting to understand the message of a
hear1ng individual i.e., the deaf person directly faces the hearing
person and makes use of residual hearing and speechreading simultaneously.
In this context,.the Sound Alone subtest provides‘littlelinformation
on actual person-to-person communication abilities.
Although the overall auerage score rose from 447 for Sound

Alone to 687 for Sound and Speechreading, there 1s great diversity
in the amount of improvement from program to program. In terms of

N oguis : &,
200 .
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‘ginning of the study and the Rochester c@ildren_for'the last two and

~have used manual communicationf

_ only 9% was found in the Minneapolis group, whose scores rose from
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efficiency there appear to be three groupings:“ St, Paul (902)0
and Rochester (83%) are at the top;:Minneapolis.(672),'Callier

(65%) and Maryland (65%) are in the middle; the'American School

(53%) and New Mexico (51%) are. at the bottom. One immediate and ° A : o
obvious conclusion is that early manual communication does not |

hinder oral receptive skills, since children in the two top programs

have used manual communication; the St. Paul children from the.be-

one half years of the study. 'Conversely,‘it is obvious that‘early
manual communication, per se, does not automatically facilitate

oral receptive skills, since children in the bottom two programs

Analysis of scores program by program suggests that much more
is involved than just oral—manual considerations. For example, the
greatest-improvement fromISound Alone to Sound and Speechreading was
registered by children in the Rochester program, whose scores rose

fromr35% to 83Z'correct, an increment of 48%. - The least improvement of

58% to 67%. ' The scores of the Rochester children suggest a strong

visual orientation %n the'program which, to some extent, compensates
for insufficient attention to auditory processes. The scores of the

Minneapolis children, conversely, reflect a strong auditory orienta-

tion and an inadequate visual one. The second largest program increment

was recorded by the St. Paul children, who»improved 37%, from 53% for

sound alone to 90% for Sound and Speechreading. 1In this case the
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- scores appear to reflect strength in both auditory and visual compon-
ents. |

The addition of fingerspelling reflects further patterns and
interrelationships. The overall improvement of 7% of Sound and Speech-
" reading (68%) with the addition of Fingerspelling (75%) is an under-
estimate because of two factors. The écpfé'df 55% for Minneapolis
reflects performance of a s;all number bf children who were exposed
to manual communiéation ih thg classroom &uring the last year of the
study.‘ These,&ere children who were judged as not progreésing satis~
factorily in an oral—only class who had scored below norms cQﬁsistently
ovér the survey. The childreﬁ”in;the'Callier program‘were switched to
a Total Coﬁmunicagion system with a year and a half t;jgb in the
study. Tﬁe program utilizes a SEE (Seeing EaSential.EﬂglishY'system
of signing which places little relianée on fingerspelling. An
additionél consideration is the near perfgct‘score of the St. Paul
children (97%), ipdicat;ng they have reached fbe ceiling for the‘tést._

For the above reasons, this subtest contains a greater raﬁge |
of scores than aﬁy bf the others. The- score of 97% correct for St.
Paul is the highest for any program on any suBtesé. The fact that - °
.evgn integrated children score high'on this test ;— aﬁd higher than
they had in 1973'-— suggests ;hat they may continue to utilize simul-
taneous oral-manﬁal communication in some situations.

The addition of fingerspelling elicited the greatest proportional

increasés in New Mexico (51% to 80% for a 29%.increase) and the

American School (53% to 77%, for a 24% increase). However, scores
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in both programs remained below thése of St. Paul and Rochester.
Since these'wé;e the two lowést programs on Sound‘aﬁd Speechreadiﬁg,
it appears that less emphasis is given to oral-aural skills than to
'manual; ‘

As noted previously, the simultanéous use of sound and speech-
reéding and signs-is most efficieﬁt with an overall score of 88%

: ©
correct. New Mexico (94%)3 Maryland (932) and St. Paul (93%) approach
the ceiling fof the test and evéhtthe "non-oral" children in Minnea-
polis score at 85% alﬁhough only recently expésed to éigns in thé_

.classroom. The loﬁest scores, 83% for the American School and 80%

for’°Callier, still are high relative to other modes.

. Receptive Communication: Negatives, Passives, Verb Tenses (Tables 13-15)

Although scqfes on the receptive communication core items
suggest consistent improvement in prog;am functioning over a th:eegv
‘year period, the most difficult linguistic constructions typed
are of- the SubjecthVerb;Object or Subject-Verb-Prepositional Phrase .
types that are active declarative ‘sentences addressed'to the present.
In Qiew.of theméxtensive literature documenting the difficulties that
most deaf cﬁildren encounter in'comprehension of ver$ tense; passive
voiceland other. complex constructions, fhé present study also inclﬁded
measures of this type.'

‘ The results a?e less-promising than those found for the.core

items and suggest that all programs need to devote more. attention .

to mastery of various English structures.

Analysis of errbr patterns - reveals the diécouraging finding
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that deaf children chésé the reverse interpretation of negatives
and passi§es.moré'frequent1y than they éhose the porreét one. For
example thé overall bercentagé of correct responses for péssives
was 29% with éubjecté.chooéiﬁg the reverse (incorrect) interpreta-
fion ofithe passive éentences 47% of the time (Table 14). It appears
that de&f children frequently'employ the active interpretation of
passive phrases and ignore the passive marker '"by."

Similarly, the o§efa11 percentages'éfxcorfeqt responsgé for
negatiﬁes was‘362 with subjects choosihg the incq;recf positive
interpretation of ﬁhe negative 467% of the time. Tﬁe children tended
to ignore negative cues and SElect'thé opﬁosite ﬁeaning more fre-
quentlf than the correct one. - |

The results.obtained are similar to tﬁose obtained by Power.
(1971) and Schmitt (1969) who in studying deaf childfen Between 8 and
18 found deaf'children tende& to ignore linguistic markers. and
typically prdcessed sentences és active declaratives. This situation
is &oubly serious. Not 6n1y do deaf children commonly fail to
interpret passive sentences and negati;e sentences but they frequently
‘derive information which ié the opﬁbsite of that which was>intended.

The.same pattern is clear with regard to verb tenses. The over¥
all score of 39% is close to the chance level of 33%. It appears
that the majority of subjects do not recognize basic verb tenses
consistently.‘ | |

The Printed Word tgnded'to facilitate recbgnition of both negatives

and passives, but:not necessarily tenses. It appears that complex
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constrﬁctions afe introduced to the children primafily through

print and that.they are not employed consistently in face to face
éommunication whether it be oral-only or combined oral-manual. Tﬁe

/ _ fesults lead the aughors to believg that adequate:mastery of these : >

components of the Engliéh lgnguage will not be.achieved unless the

programs consciously‘address themselves to developing sﬁecific

activities in which tﬁe children have the opportgnity to praétice

different basic constructions of Ehglish. This statement holds

regardless of method (oral-only, etc.) utilized.

Expressive Communication Scale (Tables 16-18)

@

The results of the'expres;ive common communication componen t
represent the most ;ompléx aspect of the survey. The results_presently
are being analyzed for linguistic coﬁtent, semantic- content, mode of
expreésion and undersfandability,vas a function‘of the status of
raters (deaf.adult,.hearing.adult, heariﬁg adulﬁ ﬁroficient in manual
communication). The results are extensive enough and the implications
important enough to be treated intensively in a separate ﬁonograph,on

which initial work has begun.

In general terms,Vas expected, intérpreters madé more correct
identifications (56.66%) than Deaf Adults (31.41%) and Graduate
Students (19.54%). By program children in Maryland were highest
v(45.11%) followed by New Mexico (34.50%)7and the American School (33.36%),

with St. Paul (31.15%), Minneapolis (30.61%) and Callier (29.90%)

for Rochester are not considered since tapes from dnly four children

ol
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could be used due to equipment difficulties, and even for those
children the,tapeé were defectiﬁe.

It is interesting to analyze .the preferred mode of communicatio;

by children in different prbgrams 6n the expressive commuuiéation

. battery (Table }8); Thevmost common mode was totai communication
(simultaneous oral-manual), n = 18, followed by oral, n - 17. The
variation within pfogréms as well as between programs 1is extensive.
Discrepancies with a program's espoused methodology Qere moét notice—.
gble in Rochester, where only one of four chil&ren employed the
Rochester Method and Minneapolis where four out of 13 children used

some form of manual communication, which had been forbidden prior

to 1973-74.

Articulétion Measure (Tables 19-20)

The authors must again emphasize that scores on the articulation
test do not represent measureé of language per se.‘ They are ratings
of single words uttered in isolation and the authors are unwilling
to project these scores to spoken, written, fingerspelled or signed
languaée; |

Examination of Table 19 ipdicates that children in Minneapolis
(65%) and St. Paul (60%) score higher than children in the other
five prograﬁs, which rééérded scores from 21% to 29% understandable.
The situation is similar to that of the Sound Alone subtest of the
Receptive Communicatidn Scale in which children from the ébove two
programs were superior. The ideﬁtical results were also obtained

in 1973 suggesting again that the two programs have superior speech

and aural rehabilitation components.
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Overall scores on this test appear to fluctuate across programs

.independent of other cbmmunication abilities, measures of achievement,

and measures of intellectual functioning.- Scores seem purely_to

1

reflect the amount of attention programs pay to speech per se. It

should also be noted that theﬂgange of scores within programé w%s-A

|
great. In each program, including Minneapolis and St. Paul, there

were children who were almost completély unintelligible, leading
to the conclusion that no program is developing adequate articulation

skills in all children.

Cognitive Developmént Measurds (Tables 21-22)

The results of the Piagetian-based Cognitive Development Measures

" reflect erencés between programs, with scores ranging from

32.2 to 33.8 (Table 21). The measures no longer discriminaté:among
programség; children. 1In 1973 the Rochester_ghildren who had par-
ticipated in a "Piagetian" based preschool training program were
superior on this measure. At that time it was suggested that their
éuperiority on cognitive based tasks did not appear to generalize

to performance on other tests with similar bases. Because the chil-
dren in other programs now achieve at the same level, our conclusion
is that the earlier Rochester superiority was due to task familiarity
and that the type of activities utilized has no effect on thé develop-_

ment (or unfolding) of abilities in this area.

Correlations of Cognitive Development Measures with other measures

 (Table 22) reveal, however, that an individual's functioning is

related to funciioning in other areas. As might be expected scores

»
~
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on the Seriation task are significantly correlated (p < .0l1) to the
- MAT Numbers subtest. Scores on Classification are co?related with
total Receptive Communication Scores (p < .01) and totaIGITPA scores
(p < .001). Intereétingly enough, none of the séores are correlatéd

significantly with the MAT Readiﬁg subtests.

Classroom Observation (Tables 23-24),

In ﬁotal classroom observatibn scores New Mexico, Maryland,
and Rochestef scored gignificantly higﬁer than St. Paul and Minneapolis.
The American School, Callier, and even St. Paul were significantly
higﬁgr than Minheapolis. Significant program differences were found
in the'following categories (Table 23): Encoufaging Language and
Speech Development, Reacting to Pupil Needs, Classroom Relations,
Structufing Program. In each case scores for the Minneapolis program
were lowest.
Results are similar to 1973Awhen New Mexico and Maryland were
highest and St. Paul and Minneapolis lowest. In 1972 New Mexico,
St. Paul and Maryland Qere highest. The 1972 evaluation reported
that the St. Paul program appeared clearly to be the most consistently
effective across all measures (p. 93). This was not the case in 1973
or 1974. 1Its droplin rank for overall classroom observation apparently
reflects a change in emphasis which also appears in other measures.
- For the second year in a row St. Paul and Minneapolis wére'rafed
lowest in Encouraging Language and Speech Development, while at the
same time scoring higher than other progra&s on the Articulation

measure. In 1973 it was suggested that the programs perhaps were

)
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concentrating on articulation per se. Such segné to be the case

for 1974. :

Commﬁnication Mode by Program

Examination of Tables 25, 26 .and 27 reveal a great variety in
the amount and type of commuhicétion that takes plége. This is
explained by the different modes:of communication employed and by
differences between programs regarding their philosophy concerning
task oriented behavior ang personal interaction. |

Child to Child (Table 25). The total amount of c¢hild to child

interaction ranged from a low'of 14.00 in Minneapolis (oral‘group),
also lowegt in 1972 and 1973 to a high of 21.26 in New Mexico. For
ﬁhe second year in a row the most common modgs were Sign (35.59),
Oral-Aural (27.90) and Combined (27.17), eacﬁ mode being ogserved more
frequently in 1974 than 1973. The frequency of Gestures decreased
(30.75 in 1973, 25.00 in 1974), except for Minneapolis where the amount
inc;eased from 4.17 to 4.50. Gestures were also relatively.frequent
at Rochester (3.17) and Callier (3.33) suggesting thét when children
do not have formal signs at their disposal; they must resort, to
gestural communication to some exten!% The greatest overall increase
was observed in Fingerspelling (13.99 to 19.96), which became the
most common mode of communication in Rochester (4.63), replacing
Gestures. It was also freéuently observed in New Mexico. A decrease

at the American School (3.33 in 1973, 2.17 in 1974) suggests a trend

away from fingerspelling and perhaps greater reliance on signs.
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Child to Teacher (Table 26). Again there was a wide range

in the amount of interaction. As in child to child communication,
interaction was noted most frequently in New Mexico (23.83) and least
frequently in Miﬁneapolis (oral), which was also lowest in 1972 and
1973.
The overall amount of ¢9mmunication has 1increased from.1973i.
to 1974. The most common mode in 1974 was Sign (35.34) fdllowed by' 
Oral-Aural (33.51) and Combined (30.99). Oral-Aural Communicatiop,
wit!. signs or fingerspelling, was observed frequentiy in all programs
" ‘and was the préferred‘mode of éommunication with teacﬁers for many
children, regar&iess of program philosdphy.v The use of gestures
was the only category in which a decrease was noted (26.24 to 22.00).
With the exception of Minneapolis, in which there was an increase of
gesturing, .it is becoming relatively infrequent. The greatest cate—
gorical increase is in Fingerspelling (16.49 to 23.83) and was most
common in Rochester (5.33) and New Mexico (4.50). Apparently finger-
spelling becomes more common as children mature and develop expressive
language abilities.

Teacher to Child (Table 27). Again there 1s a wide variety

in the amount‘of communication and again it 1s most common in New
Mexico (26.51) and least common in Minneapolis (oral) (15.50), which
was- also* lowest in 1973. The most common means of communication
continues to be Oral-Aural (41.92) followed by Combined (32.68) and‘
Sign.(37.33). Reliance on Gestures has dropﬁed markedly (28.00 in 1973,

20.50 in 1974) except in Minneapolis, where their use has increased.

o
,




' to be employed sparingly.

_now.be discerned. For the second year there is a consistency in the

>197l—72, more of the preschool teachers were competeht in the Rochester
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Consistent with child~child and child-teacher interaction, the use of
Fingerspelling has increased (26.5 to 32.67) and is used most fre-

quently in Rochester (6.17) and New Mexico (5.17). Writing continues

Total Classroom Interaction. A number of emerging patterns may

most ffequently observed modes of communication across the three types
of classroom interaction. In addition, this is the first year that
all programs appear to bé confoéming to the methodology officially
adopted by their programs. Some earlier discrepancies, for example,
were found in Rochester and Callier. When the Rochester Program

decided to change from an Oral-Aural to a Rochester Method program in -

Method. ‘Untii well into the 1972-73 year instruction was actual oral-
aural with occasional fingerspelling. A similar situation was faced
in Callier which was originally Oral-Aural and then in 1972-73 changed

some children to Total Communication and in 1973-74 changed the entire

program. Again teachers were obligated to learn the new system as
they taught. Examination of teacher-child communication patterns
reveals there is no '"pure'" program; perhaps there should not be. In
programs endorsing simultaneous.gpal-manual commﬁnication, this cate-
gory tends to be most frequent but is followed closely by Oral-Aural
communication by iﬁself (American School, 4.67; Callier, 5.67;
Maryland, 6.00; New Meiico, 5.50; Rochester, 5.50; St. Paul, 5.33).

Obviously then, teachers do not sign and spell everything they say.

B sy
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Other discrepancies may be noted in children's modes of
communication. First, children.in both ﬁhe Rochester School and
Minneapolis orél classes were observed signing to each other,
and, in the case of Rochester, to teacherét(Signing was also observed
from teacher to_child in Rochester). Secondl&, in no program was
there a direct one—to-onelrelationship between oral‘communication
and its manual counterpart. In all cases, spoken communication without
an accqmpanying sign or fingerspelied wprd or, less frequently, manual
comnunication without verbalization were observed. In this conféxt,

- the flexibilitf ;f'the children-is impressive, ,They‘appear to ﬁave
;'2three modes of communication at their disposalg Oral-Aural, Simultaneous
Oral-Aural Manual, and Manual. Almhough‘there is more of a tendency

to use the Oral-Aural with teach;rs (most of whom hegr) and the g
Manual with classmates, the chiidren apparently make the switch

with little or no diffiéulty. .

The .evidence over four years strongly indicates that reliance
on an Orél—0n1y~system greatly limits all aspects of communication--
child-chiid, child-teacher, and even teacher-child. Both children
and te.:hér are forced to develop.a gesture‘system to the extent
that the program, much as it may be denied, evolves An‘oral—gestural
system. In tﬁe course of the study, when programs changed from an
Oral-Aural to Total Communiéation, dramatic increases in classroom
interactions were noted. . The most impressive evidence was provided

by the decision of Callier in 1972-73 and Minneapolis in 1973-74 to

place a small number of '"non-oral' low communicating children in

H jf}v;




Total Communication classes. By the spring of 1973 tﬁe Callier
children in the Total Communication Classes were participating in

A child-cﬂild, child-teacher and teacher-child interaction moré fre-
quently than the Orgl-Aural children. All children were changed to
Total Communication for 1973-74. The '"non-oral" Minneapolis chil-
dren placed in_Total Connmnication classes in 1973-74 scored above
the "oral" children in Child-Child Commuﬁication (18;00 to 14.00),
Child-Teacher Communication (19.00 to 13.00), and Teacher-Child
Communication (22.00 to 15.00). -The differences in Teacher-Child

is especially impressive.

Parent Attitudes

Because the proportion of parents responding is relatively small,
‘the extent to which replies may be generalized is questionable and

the results must be treated tentatively.

Brown Parent Attitude Scale (Tables 28-30)

Reactions of parents from 1971vto 1973 showed a trend toward

- more neutral and more realistic atfitudes. To a large extent parents
of children in oral programs tended to react more aﬁd more as paverts
of children in combined programs. For example, they originally
believed (1971) that the major goal of an educational program for

" the deaf was to develop speech and speechreading skills, but in 1972
and 1973 they came to agree that the major function should be the pro-

vision of instruction in academic skills, i.e., reading, language

and writing. By 1973 the differences which remained were concerned
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j primarily with educational plécement‘and‘desirability of manﬁal. :
Communication. | ‘ . .

Differences appear to be SOméwha;‘éreater in 1974. Parents “of
children believe to a greater extenﬁ thaf their ;hildren will
‘graduate from a regulég:high school, will not prefer sigh language,
will not use both oralland manual communication and will have mére.
ihearing than deaf friendé; fhe parents of éhiidren taugﬁt by Oral-
Oniy ééthéds now'represent a minority of the survey and many réflect

a more "hard core' group. o 4 S \

Semantic Differentiél.(Table 31, Figure 3)
‘Results are similar to 1972 énd 1973. Parents of childrén in

combined programs tend to perceive speeéh, speechreading, hearing ' -

éid, auditory training, sign language, and fimgerspelling as ‘good,

relatively equivalent concepts, obviously viewing their children's

5

« b : . programs as oral-manual and not oral-only or manual only.

‘Parents of children in oral programs react similarly., The only.

T

significant‘differehces are in responses to fiqggrspeiling and sign

*language, which they regard as neutral to good, but not good to the
same degree as that noted by parentsuof children in combined programs.
' Béth sets of parents continue to view deafness and hearing

imgaired as equivalenf terms. The results indicate- little change

ih attitude over the past two years.

0

Regular Class Subjects
The question of integration has received growing attention be-

| cause of recent widespread interest in the trend toward "mainstreaming"

<
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' handicapped children. On the basis of the information available

less intelligible speech even if they are high achievers academically.

cannot adjust co the school, he is not accepted.‘

T I

o . .
. R N o
|

from the present study, integration appears to’ be an administ*ative

1-
1

device with little impact on children scrved.

For the children studied integration does not appear to promote‘
or hinder academic achievement. Neither does integration appeaT to
be based on academic performance or achievement as measured by Metro— .
politan Achievement.Tests scores. ,

Integrated children seem to be those children who most nearly
approximate the '"norm" (better speech, hearing aids kept inconspic— ' o
uous). There are no obvious physical differences between the hearing ’ . :.
and the hearing“impaired children. . Speech is one of the most tangible
physical abilities and integrated children approximate hearing chil- L
dren in this respect. Unfortunately, there is 1little evidence that |

o

regular classrooms make any effort to accommodate deaf children with
The situation remains as it always has. *If the child does not or

It is'interesting to note that the only difference between inte-
grated deaf children and those.imrself-contained classes is articula-
tion. integration decisions are made on the basis of.hearing loss and
speech abilities alone. Qhose~who uere integra*ed_were»speaking more‘
clearly in l972, before integration. Thus, it must be emphasised that

children do not speak . better because they are .integrated. Rather they

are integrated because they speak better.

- free 1 : ‘ A s
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Overall Program Effectiveness

As outlined in the original statement of purpose for the project
(Moores, 1970b), the objective was not to identify the "best" program
_ wh}ch might'serve as .a model for all othe;s.h Rather it was antici— .

pated that,,as the study progressed evaluation would become more
and more complex and'analvses-would concentrate increasingly Sh inter-
‘actions hetween various types of treatments and outcomes. |

. The authors believe the programs involved in the evaluation
represent seven of the most effective programs in the United States.
It is apparent- that each has areas in which it is outstanding and
each has areas in which there are relative weaknesses. _Remaining
cognizant of this, the authors ranked the programs from most effective
(11) to least effective'(7) on ten separate areas ‘measured in the
_study (Table 32). lhe only measure not included was the Cognitive
test in-which the range of. scores between programs was lessbthan two
points‘and there was no program differentiation.

_The programs with the lowest scores, and therefore most effective
‘across all measures weretNew Mexicoc(365, Rochester (31), Maryland

(33) and St,. Paul (34) Scores wereéclose enough so that no one
really exhibited clear superiority. However examination of patterns
reveals that each program did relatively poorly in one area or more.
Also, even the least efficient program, Minneapolis. which was last
éon six of ten measures did well in the one area of Articulation.

During 1975 the authors will be analyzing the results, program

by program -and measure by measure. A final report covering.the

&
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complete project from 1969 to 1975 will be published late in the
fall of'1§75. It is projected that the results will form the basis

for suggested guidelines for preschool programs for the hearing

impaired.
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Sample Day - American School for the Deaf

"Submitted by V. Richards

PREPARATORY CLASS - DAILY SCHEDULE

9:00 - 9:15

Greetings. Children put cn individual EFI equipment. Helpers take care
of their individual tasks, which are changed daily. These include feeding
the pets, watering flowers, checking attendance (child indicates on
attendance slip if all children are present by writing '"all Here" or
"0.K." or name of child or children who are absent.) Prayer. Salute.

9:15 -~ 9:45

Conversation time. Children are encouraged to share news or posessions.
They express their ideas and are helped to express themselves using proper
language structure. Early in the year, the news is written by the teacher.
Then one of the child's sentences is written on a sentence strip, and after
discussion, is cut into words and/or phrases and the child is encouraged to
reassemble it in the proper order. From this the children progress to
writing a sentence independently on the board. Language skills are infor-
mally stressed at this time, - awareness of nouns, verbs, where and when
phrases, appropriate pronouns, possesgion, plurals, etc.

9:45 - 10:15 - | »

Independent seat work. One activity is writing daily news in the third
- person and being able to make the appropriate language changes depending
on the sentence.

Children are free to select an activity of their choice when required work

. is finished. Activities include table games, operating and watching mavie

" cassette machine and film strip projector, Project Life machine, woodworking,
etc. Children are expected to respond to material. Care is taken that child
does not select the same material daily.

Teacher works independently with children daily on speech correction. Speech
is encouraged during all activities and lessons.

10:15 - 10:30
Recess

10:30 - 10:45

Snacks. One child is host or hostess for the day. He/she sets the table,
pours milk, passes cookies, leads prayer. Manners are stressed. General

T. C. communication is encouraged. Sesame Street program is available if

the activity is one in which the children are interested, e.g., alphabet,

numbers, etc.




10:45 - 11:15
Reading. Scott Foresman‘Reading Series is used. Ch:ld. n are tested

and grouped according to ability. The child joins’ a group based on
his level and is often with children other than his regular class.

11:15 - 11:40
Math activities.
11:40 - 12:00
Auditory training or specific>1anguage skills.
12:00 - 1:00 |
Lunch and play. -
1:00 - 2:30
Tuesday - Thursday '"Mini-courses" are conducted on these days. The
children go to three half-hour classes each day. Schedules are changed
mid-year to allow each child to participate in a variety of activities.
Courses include: Weaving, Art, Science, Health & Safety, Sewing, Fine
Motor, Board Games, Typing, Woodworking, Indoor Games, Gym, Practical
Living & Manners, Cooking, Acting and Library.
Gym is individualized for each child based on his heeds;
1:00 - 2:00

Monday - Social Studies activities.

2:00 - 2:30
Gym
1:00 - 1:30

Wednesday - Gym

1:30 - 2:00
Art
2:00 - 2:30

Social Studies - or free play

2:30 - 2:45

el
e -
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Review day's activities. Discuss activities of next day. Child is
responsible for taking care of EFI - plug in to'chargér, etc.

2:45 - Dismissal - Children are dismissed at.1:00 p.ﬁ;-on Fridays.
Teachers spend Friday afternoons participating in in-service
programs. . ‘

£ Y
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»‘g
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Sample Day —'Callier Center for Communication Disorders

Submitted by Mattie August -

8:

10:

10

10:

11:

12:

30

:30

00

:30

30
40

25

:15
:30
:10

:40 -

10:00

9:30

10:20

11:30

-11:30
12:15

1:15

1:30
2:10

2:30

‘Lhnguage Tuesday and Thursday

Calendar work
News
Experience stories
Writing
Thinking Skills Monday, Wednesday, & Friday -
(with another teacher)
Recess
Languaée (Drill) Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday

Two different groups - 30 minutes allowed for
each group. The group that is not involved
in a group lesson with teacher works on his
contract assignments.

Basic skills - Friday only
Lunch
Reading Daily

A 25 minutes for each group following same
procedure as for language.

Recess
Math Daily
Finish contract assignments

Dismissal
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Sample ‘Days — Callier Center for Communication Disorders - ‘ e
Submitted by Charlotts Smith- o | - . 5
| DAILY SQHEDUtE.- |
MWF = - ' . ( -
8:30 - 8:45 Take roll and lunch money —‘tést>h¢afing aids
8:45 - 9:00 News primaf%ly for emphaéis&oﬁfp;st ten%e
9:00 - 9:20 Language group o
.9:20 - 10:00  Writing and spellipg'
10:00 - 10:30 play . _
10:30 - 10:45 '#eadingz
. o
10:45 - 11:00 - Math
11:66 ‘—'11;30 Gross motor or continuation dfl;ea&ing and math
Gross motor one‘day a week  1' ) '» B ; .
11:30 - 11:40 '01ean up éor lunch .
11:40 = 12:15  Lunch o | S
:12:15 - 12:35 - Play |
1&&35 - 1:35 - Science ,i o : N v"i -
1:35 - 2:30  Basic skills. . |
T Th-
8:30 - 8:45 Same
8:45 - 9:00 Same
_._9:00 - 10=50ﬁ Same _ . . s
10:00 - 10:30 Play -
10:30 - 11:30 Same
1f30 - 11:40 Clean up for lunch
10 - 12:15 Lunch R
A L

LA
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12215 - .2:35  Play '
12:35 - 12:50  Rest with lights out
12:50 - 1:15 ~ Story’ time
1:15 - 1:45 Creative arts
1:45 - 2:10 Auditory Training D S -,
IF] . '6 ) \“ )
2:10 = 2:30 " - Gross motor games

1.

/
o -
155




-Sample Day -

Submitted by

8:30 -
'9:00 -

9:30 -

10:00

10:30

= 11:00

11:40

12:00

12:15

~1:00 -

158

Callier Center .Jor Communication Disorders

Jacque Waller

9:00' Morning discussion - Caléndar.work T
9:30 Sgdryfor small language experience
10:00 . épééch an&'phénics, review or oral work,
coannected reading
10:30 Language chart or large experience
11:00'. | Recess |
11:40 Lunch ;" \
12:00 . Rest period '
12:15 Songs and language games and rhythm
' 1:00 Bésic-skills :
’ Frostig - Perceptual Skills
? Visua} reception memory ‘
1;40 Math an& number work
2:£g ' Gym |
Dismissal




G

. : 159

Sample Day - Callier Center for Communication Disqrders'

Submitted by Gaye Disheroon

8:30 - 8:45° “Children check their own hearing aid batteries

Specific language work: 1) review of bast experience
stories using charts. Child.discriminates using Total
"Communication, speech reading alone and audition alone.
Drill on expressive language. 2)- drill on questions
sometimes from a story or a particular situation 3)
introduction of new language and concepts, i. e.,
opposites, sweet, sour , and salty

a

.

While teacher is working with a'small group the other children, 3 or 4,
~go out to a Basic Skills area and spend their time with a teacher and teacher
aid on basic skills.

10:00 - 10:30 - The two groups change at this time and teacher does
: ‘ same type of activities with the other group. The

groups are divided according to expressive and

‘receptive language skills and activities may vary

o . "because of this. :

10:30 - 11:00 ’ Free{play period outside, get ready for lunch
11:00 - 11:40 Lunch period |
- 11:40 - 12:15'  ! The groeﬁ that was in the classroom from 10:00 - 10:30
. ' return to the classroom and others to basic skills.
12:15 - 12:30 Reet period |
12:30 ~-- 1:30 Children alternateﬂbetween working with the teacher

and teacher aid. While with the aid they practice

writing skills, print recognition, math workbooks,

and activities related to work the teacher has done.
During this time the teacher works with children individually.or in groups
of 2 on speech work (taken from vocabulary and more recently a phonics approach)

" and on reading readiness activities. The children have a group of reading stories .
which they are drilled on for recognition and comprehension. This time is also
devoted to any special problems a child may be having. This time is also used
for experiences. :

-~

. 1:30 - 1:45 i Stery time
' Nursery rhymes
Songs
Art
1:45 - 2:15 P.E.
- : 2:15 - 2:25 Ready for dismissal
- fe A6
, E At
Q 2:30 - ' - Dismissal o




Sample Day - Maryland School for the Deaf

Submitted by Mr. William Sherman

A typical day for a primary student starts with waking up at 6:30 a.m. The
‘child then washes up and prepares himself for the day. The dorm is a group
type dormitory that consists of a large room in which there are usually 15 .
to 20 beds and individual closet-bureau combinations. At 7:20 a.m. the .
children eat breakfast in the school dining facility. The meal, as are all
meals for the primary, awe family style. Approximately 10 to 12 children
.sit at a table with one houseparent. After breakfast they return to the
dorm where they have either recreation or clean up time before classes
start at 8:00 a.m. N

_ The major emphasis on academics is for theﬁhorning part of the school day.
Depending on individual teaching styles, the children spead the morning in
the classroom in‘either group or individual work situations. All classroom
 interaction is conducted through total communication. Most of the time is

_ devoted to language and communication, but depending on the age and skills
of the class other academic areas such as science, social studies, and math
will be included. The morning hours run from 8:00 to 12:00 with a 15 minute
recess at 10:30 to 10:45. Lunch coincides with breakfast as far as the
students eating family style at a large table with one houseparent. After
the students finish lunch they return to the dormitory for recreation time
‘either in the dorm play area or outside if the weather permits. School

' begins again at 1:00 p.m. Academics for the afternoon are not as intensive.
Work then 1s usually more experiential (field trips, movies, etc.). School

ends at 2:30 p.m. and the children return to the dormitory. There they will

have play time or planned dorm activities until supper at 5:00. Depending
on the skills of the respective house-parent the time may involve some
educational activity although mostly it is a time of just child interaction
and exercise type play. At 5:00 the children eat a family style dinner and
return to the dorm for another period of play time and social involvement.

Bedtime is 8:00 p.m. with a half hour time period before, for preparation

for bed, bathing, brushing teeth, etc. All students return home on weekends.
The time spent at school 1s actually Sunday evening through Friday afternoon.

The students carry their belongings back and forth by suitcase. Parents are

responsible for the care of a child'g clothing and preparation for the week.

T Sy
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.Sémple Day . — Minneapolis Public School Program

Submitted by Ms. Jayne Nelson

KINDERGARTEN ALL-DAY SCHEDULE

Individual Speech Sessions Group Activities

©

8:15 - 8:50  Arrival and Structured Play

8:50 - 9:00 . 1 N 8:50 - 9:15 Greeting A _ .
' ’ : Group Speech (2 Groups)
9:00 - 9:10 i Calendar
‘ Weather -

9:15 .- 9:30 Auditory Training
' * Rhythms - ’

9:30 - 10:00\ Group Language
News or Experience Story

10:00 - 10:10 1 »710:00 - 10:15 Follow-up Activities for
. Language
10:15 - 10:40  Milk and Rest
10:40 - 10:50 1 v 10:40 - 11:00 Reading_Readiness (2 Groups)
10:50 - 11:00 1 11:00 - 11:25  Gross Motor Skills (MWF)
’ ’ Fine Motor Skills (TTH)

11:25 - 12:00 Lunch Pfeparation and Lunch

12:00 - 12:10 1 12:00 - 12:30 Structured Play

Creative Dramatics
12:30 - 12:50 , Rest
12:50 - 1:10 Arithmetic Activities (MWF)
) ' Social Studies-Language
Activities (TTH)

1:10 - 1:30 = Gym

1:30 - 1:50 Group Speech (2 Groups)
1:50 - 2:10 Science Activities (MWF)
Art (TTH)
2:10 - 2:35 Finger Play
" Stories
j’{%{’ 2:35 - 2:45 Prepare to Go Home :
AR : Discuss or Review Work to

Take Home




" Sample Day -

Minneapolis Public School Program

Submitted by

MWTF

8:30

10:00

10:15

12:15
12:40

1:15

T Th
8:30

9:30

10:10
10:25
11:00

12:15

Ms. Judith Masoner

162

- 9:45 Reading (split between 2‘groﬁps)
‘ Recess

- 10:15 Calendar and weather 1Y) ﬁ
- 11:00 " Speech 1:15 - 2:45

-Lunch ‘Spelling

' B (Interchangeable) Science ‘
- 12:40 Spelling ' Informal Language
- 1:15 °  News
- 2145 Liberal Arts Program (includes Art, Music, Shop,
Gym and Home Economics)

- 9:30 Reading (again split)
- 9:50 -Music‘(gearéd toward HI)

Recess
- 10:25 Calendar and weather
- 11:00 Language (formal)
- 11:40 Speech

- 1:15 Math (often split)
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Sample Day - Hearing Impaired Program -ALGdale School

Submitted by Ms. Chris Painter \

KINDERGARTEN INTEGRATION
"Role of speéch,_language teacher of the deaf and supervisor of integrétion:
1. Speech and language thetrapy

a. Children seen daily for 10-15 minutes for individual
assessment and programming.

b. Speech acquisition is emphasizedaccording to child's

- capabilities and needs. ¢

c. Language growth is facilitated relative to child's
individual level of receptive and expressive language
compentency. ’ :

2. Group language instruction relative to social studies curriculum

a. Children seen daily (20-30 minutes) for formal language
instruction. .

b. Emphasis on input for understanding new language coacepts.

c. Expressive language encouraged between teachere—» child
and child «— child. ‘

3. Supervision of integration

a. Observation of behavior patterns in social situation;
comparison of behavior in 1lg. group (integrated class) vs.
small group (contained classréom for H.I.)

b. Evaluation of understanding of basic readiness skills

) relative to normal child. ‘

c. Close observation of growth in area of social development.

d. Follow-up on concepts emphasized by integrated classroom
teacher is done in individual speech/language sessions.

e. Some participation in unstructured play situations to
encourage child to interact with many different children.

4. 1In addition, this role involves supervision of the parent -
"training" program

a. Parents asked to observe child in both settings.
b. Suggestions given to parents for home - centered language
stimulating experiences.

b Y
t

~rae
-
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Sample Day - New Mexico School for the Deaf - Albuquerque Preschool o
Submitted by Donna Groves, Supervising Teacher
The following is an outline for the 6 year old group:
9:00 - 10:00 Calendar work, News (writing original language about

their own experiences), writing drill, speech work.

10:00 - 10:30 Recess

: «
10:30 - 11:15 Opeh classroom
0 11:15 - 12:00 Math, structured‘lénguage work.
12:00° - 1:00 ~ Lunch
1:00 - 1:45 -Reading
1:45 - 2330 Auditory training,.épeech, finishing materials which

had been started earlier in the day, individual work
with a child who might be having difficulties in some
area of academic work
OPEN CLASSROOM
The following centers were available to the thildren in the Open Classroom Area:
Housekeeping Area and Dress-Up Clothes
.Wood Working Area |
" Movie Area
Loop Films on Visual Perception and Speech Reading Activities
Library Area -
Game Area
Science Center
Growing of‘blanté, animals, use of magnifying glass and magnets,
discoveéring what objects will float in water and which will
sink, temperatures and how they effect us, etc.

Teaching Machine Area

To help reinforce vocabulary.
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Sample Day - New Mexico School for the Deaf, Albuquerque Preschool

Submitted by Donna Groves, Supervising Teacher

«

The children included in the study were provided academic subjects in the
classroom situations and "free play" experiences in the Open Classroom situation.

* The Academic Subjects included: Auditory Training, Speech, Speechreading,
Fingerspelling, Signs, ertlng, Numbers, Reading, Language, Sense Training
Act1v1ties, and Spelllng. .

. How and when this material was présented to the class was left primarily to
each teacher's own schedule. The time when each class went to the Open
Classroom situation was set for the school year.

The following is an outline for the 5 year old group:

10:00 Spelling, structured language work, Show-and-Tell

9:00 -
' Writing.

10:00A - 10:30 Recess

10:30 - 11:45 On various days of the week the following materials
were presented to the class:
Auditory Training, Speech, Speechreading of Vocabulary,
Sequencing stories, letters, numbers, workbook activities,
etc.

11:45 12:00 Reading. Pfe—primer and corresponding materials are

presented: question forms, workbook activities, -
acting out storjies, reading to each other, etc.

12:00 - 1:00 Lunch

1:00 - 1:45 Original News - language.
Language Principles: Prepositions, Adjectives, Verbs.
One day a week was spent on Sense Training Activities.

1:45 - 2:30 Open Classroom

p
Unit Center

Directed work by the teacher on building vocabulary through spelling.
Units covered: Transposition, Verbs, Adjectives, Prep051t10ns,
Clothing, Months of the Year, Animals, etc.

Grocery Store

~ Needless to say, all these Areas were not presented at the first of the school
year. As the children learned to handle several areas a new one would be opened
to them.

4"‘, '6
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. Sample Day - New Mexico School for. the ﬁeaf — Santa Fe

Submitted by Ms. Roz. Bradford

SCHEDULE 1973-74

Seven to nine year old children

8:30 - 9:00 MORNING CONVERSATION - CALENDAR - NEWS
‘ News is written by the children only when
unusual events occur. Sometimes teacher
writes news to introduce new vocabulary or
language structure. ‘

SPEECH WORK -

Formal speech lessons are developed with
the whole group (6) at other times, while
some of the children are writing their news.

9:00 - 9:30 LANGUAGE -
Unit work on vocabulary or new words which
have come up incidentally or are due to come
up in our reading lesson.

9:30 - 10;00 MATH - Test Book Orientated
'10:05 - 10:30 MILK and RECESS
10:30° - 11:15 READING -

We read as a group from the reader or other
materials; there is much discussion, some
written activity such as questions on the
story, or other exercises to test the.
children's comprehension.

12:10 LANGUAGE -

0. Connected language work, or introduction of
language principles and structure.
12:10 - .1:10 LUNCH -
1:10 - 1:45 SCIENCE - Xerox Science Kit
1:45 - 2:05 SOCTIAL STUDIES -

Test Book, map work, discussions centered
‘around holidays, etc. This may include
written wecrk.
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Sample Day - Rochester School for the Deaf

Submitted by Mrs.

Pupil Level:

1.

Greeting:

Calendars:

News:

Mathematics:

Reading{

Language:

Pre-primary -. é-

'2.- Who: . Verb:

i 3. "¥ho: Verb:

Lorrie Holcomb

Preparatory Department Program
1973-1974

7 years

To encourage flexibility and imagination in greetings,
the children respond in a variety of ways to:

"How are you today?"
i.e.,. "I'm happy because it is finally warm outside.”

Days are discussed mainly to emphasize:
-~ change in tense
-- anticipation of future events

Children tell their news orally in good language and
then write the sentences at the board and/or on paper.
Special attention is given to pronoun referral and
identification of Key concepts.

Recognition, separation and jeiniﬁg of sets, as well
as concepts of ccmparison are emphasized in drills

and games.

Activities center around books based on experiences

and children's literature. Comprehension of sentences |,

is determined through question work and pictures.

Fitzgerald Key as well as natural language is taught

" with the children learning to use Key concepts.in

sentence patterns to guarantee straight language.
1. Who: Verb: How many: What:

How many: What.color: What:
How many: What kind: What:

4. Who: Verb: Whose: What:

5. Who: Verb:
What:

6. Who: Verb: Where:
What:

- s

[N
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7. Speech and hearing: Both individual and group instruction daily
centers around DR o
-- mastery of speech sounds
-- phrasing and rhythmic patterns
intonation and pitch
discrimination of sound, voice, pitch and syllables

8. Science and experiential activities

Science experiments are conducted on:
-- the role of the five senses
~~ objects and water: measurement, flotation, etc.
-~ plant life ‘

Mental development through:
-- Life thinking activities
-- Memory and imagination games; Piaget
-— Emotions and situations which affect them

One type of art, crafts or cooking activities is conducted each day.
9. Special activities

—— Rhythm for sound, pattern and pitch discrimination
-- Dance for coordination and body awareness

(4]
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RECEPTIVE COMMUNICATION SCALE . : ; R
5 174

- (Sample Scoring Shee
NAME : g DATE:
'SCHOOL: L CATID:_ YES NO
1 Table A

The boy is not walking.

"The red-ball | ‘_

The bird is over the tree. .
The dog was sblashédhby the boy.

The nose and the mouth.

> ::>‘::>.::> L

= & W oW ‘Q W oW
aQ Q O 0 o o o
U g9 g o oo

. The man is washing.f

(s}

The boy was pushed by the girl.
9. The boy is ovutside the hohse..
10. 4 hats '

11. Thé boy is jumping.
12. The mother and the télephone.

- 13. The boy is not laughing.-

::>::>::>-::>.-:x>-':x>::>
MWK W W W
G OO O O O O O
=) VU U U U g o

14, The purple flower.

15, The girl is not crying.
16. The brown boat
17. The girl.is running.
18. The apple is on the table.
19. 3 shoes ,b ,
20. The dbg was pulled by the gigi.
21. The rabbit and the pig.

o> > o> > > >
e e
QO O O . 0 0 O O
uuuuuu‘vu

22. The milk and the cookie.
< 23, 5 chairs
24, The yellow cup
25. The woman is not sitting.
26. The baby is sleeping.
27. The cat is under the chair.

28. The boy was kicked by the horse.

- A
== o= A - - -~ R - -
o 0 0 0 o O 6
O U U o o o o

29. The woman is eating. A B c D
30. The boy was hit by the girl. A B C D
31 The cat and the dog. A B c L
32. The green airplane. A B C D
33. The baby is in tlie bed. A B C D
 34. 2 books - cy:» A B .C D
8 w6
35. The man is not sleeping.: A B c D




VERBS . ' 175
NAME : e _ DATE:
SCHOOL: - AID: ‘ YES NO
1. The woman opened. the door. A
2. The girl is spilling the milk. A
3. The girl will eat. ' v A
4. The boy‘wiil jump. ‘ A
The man is working. E A
6.  The girl caught the ball. o A
7. The.girl will sit. A B C
8. The girl climbed the tree. A
"The boy is pulling the wagon. » A
10. The woman is washing. A
11. The girl will push the boy. A
12. The boy fell. ' A
. 13. The girl is throwing the airplane. A
- 14. 'The boy will drop the ice cream. A
+15. The boy carried the dog. A

- " RECEPTIVE COMMUNICATION SCALE
|
\
\




APPENDIX C

Sample Stimuli

’ Articulatibn Test
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Appendix ¢

Articulation Test - Raters' Word List
AIRPLANE BOAT ' DOG HAT POP
APPLE BOOK ~ DOOR MAN RED
BED CAT EYE MILK SHOE
BIRD | cup ~ FISH PIE TOP

- BLUE DISH FIVE PIG | _ TWO
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Classroom Observation Schedule




. ) Clagsroom Cheurvation (Revised)

)

cher:_ ‘ Observer: :

' Tine Time
Frict - Late: Stoert Finish
of Childcen " ' Supporting Staff

LY rilonrac

o

ed Lelo are nurler of activities that t:ay be included in the daily pro~ram of
kinderqarten elass. Indicatz 57 puhar the sequence of cetivitics in fhe session
rved and tie amount of time cpeat on each. Lud activities not listed in spaces
ided. -

r Lotiviey ‘iiautes 'QEQSE fetivity Jinutes Order Activitvy § i‘lnutes
-T.S. expr. — |
T.S. 'I‘(.’C.. —e .
Sianinz owmor. ;____ . |
Signinz ree. __;__ )
Uriting _
Sneech
Lipreading —

«Re2 iy
Readinens — —
Hunber York
Frea nloy
. . . —— e ——— ettt o Bt ettty = o ey e —
Tole Taliinge ‘ .
- Date & . -
veatler checl.
- Croup - — ——
Liscussion
i . —— e e ——
- . g
Story tine
i . —t————— B T — —r——e
. Tollotin~
‘Sﬁnck
Rext perilod
. B o —— e . ——n —
4 .

fue £y,
-
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EQUIPLENT AlD MATERIALS

Listed below are materials and equipment that may be found in a pre—?indcroartcn
classroom. Checkothose seen in this classroom (x) and double check those used
Add items not listed in the spaces provided.

during the observation perioa (%) .

Large blecks
Small unit blocké

Books

Record player, tape.

recorder
Paints

Crayons

Pencils

Féltpens

Play déugh

Clzy

Scissors
Rousclkeeping éo:ner
Dress-up clothes

Pupil name cards

Jungle gym, climbing
ladder
Carpentry bench

wétcr play utinsils

 Rhythm band instruments

Pu?pefs

Yheel toys
Readiness wockbooks
Rcadiness materials
Ditto masters

AV projectors.
Overhead pfojgctor
Auditory unit
Audiograms

Pupil records

Color charts
Labels
Picture puzzles

Lotto games

| Flannel board

Plants
Live animals

Manipulative toys

Hortharnton Chart

Fitzgerald Key

f L
ot L
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COMMUNT.CATION ANALYSTS

Child to Child  Child to Teacher Teacher to Child

: Fingcr—_‘”,: o ‘V |
Spelling 123456 7% 1234567 1234567
Sign- . ‘ .
language 123456 7 1234567 1234567
Oral- 1234567 | 12345¢ 7 1234567
Aural . _
Combined 1234567 123¢45¢ 7 1234567
Written 1234 56 7 1234567 1234567 |-
Gestures 1234567 1234567 1234567
* 1-7 .
s Never to Frequently

Aide to Chila

Finger-
Spelling

Sign-
Language

Oral-
Aural

Combined

Viritten

Gentures

Child to Aide

A

1234567 123ks567
1234567 |1234s 617
1234 5v6 7 123k567
123456 7 1234567
i 23 bs6r7 123 k 567
i 2 5”; 5 6'7 123h567

-yt
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. Never to Frequently
CLASSROON ORGANTZATION

1. Tecacher plans activities for thk group as a whole. = - - - < 1234567

2. Teacher singles out individual children for: tutoring ~ - -~ -1 23456 7

3. supporting - ~ - = - - - - o _ o _ ____.____._ ~-- 1234567

4. Tecacher shifts the organizational pattern
(individual - small groups ~ entire group)

according to the activity., = = - - — = = o o _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1234567
S. Teacher shifts the organizational pattern -
(ind'vidua; - small groups - entire group)
° "ac7ﬁiding to the nceds of the children. - = = = = — — — — _ _ 1234567

6. Spontancous, independent work by the’ children does occur. ~ =~ 1234 5¢ 7
7. Spontancous indebendent work by the children is allowed. - - 1234567
8. The program gives an impression‘of good planning. = - - = - = 1234567 °

-

9.  The program appears to be well executed, = = ~ - - = - -==12345¢7

" USE 0% SUPPORTING §TATTE

10. - Supporting Staff works in a suppdrtivé manner. - - - - =~ <-12345¢7
"'ll. Supporting Staff perfbfms housekeeping functions, = = = = = — 1234567

12.  Supporting Staff assists in maintainirg discipline. ~ = = = =1 2 3 456 7’

13. Suppbrting Staff preeéres teaching matefials. ———————— 1234567

14. Supporting 3taff has responsibility for°special portions
_of the cducational program, = = — & - — - —-. - - 1234567

15. Tcachker and Supperting Staff function as a team, shifting
responsibilities according to the needs of the children. - - 1 2 34567

DISCIPLlﬁR & CiL.ASSROOM RELATTCNSHIPS
*16. Teacher admonishes the children for rdsbehavior, - = = = = = 7654 32 1
*17. Teacher thyeatens and cajoles. = = == =< oo 7654321

*18. Teacher controlg through reiteration of the expeatations
’ of "good" and "grown-up" hovs and iTls. = = = w e o m o Lo 7654
\
|

[R)
S ]
—

Never to Frequently
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Never to Frequently

- 19, Conforming,behavlof is.rewarded R L R 1234567
20. Teacher: av01ds problems by changing the pace of the program.- 1234 567

21, Teacher qulclly reprimands thése who depart from the group ' :
Pattern. - - - - - - o _ L _____ S, e-=12 345 )ﬁ 7

. 22. The children cooperate readily. =~ « = = - o _ L o _ _ = ==-1234% 5/6 7
%23, A laissez—faire attitude prevails in the classroom - ---- 765 4,3 21

24, Teacher places restrlctions on the chlldrens behavior. - -=-12345¢67

'

STRUCTURING . PROGRAM
"25. -Teachur emphasizes diverse experlences for general enrlchment 1234567

26. . Children's act1v1L1es have dlbcernable objectives related o _
to apparent needs. - - - - - o _ 7T I8rared ' =123456 7

°.27. Teacher relies primarily on children's responses to determine
her teaching goal at a given time, - - - - i T =-12345%6 7
28, Teacher evidenced specific instructional goals, == = - - _ - 1234567

29, - Teachcr anuses attention on the objectives: © :
Zhrough dettnlno the time period of the activity., - = = - - <« 1 2 3 4 567

30.. Through the use of.special materials. = = = = =~ =« o o o o _ _ 1234567
*31, 'Through Prescribing the child's responses. = = = = - _ .. -‘-.;'6 543 21

32, . Teacher utilizes both enrichlng eXperiences and A ) _
instructional activitdes. = - - - - - o o _ L ______ 1-:23456 7

ENCOURAGIXRG LANCUAGE AND S“HF”H DEVELOP”LVT

33. Teacher takes advantage of spontaneous language learning

opportunities. = - - = <« o o o I ====-12345¢67
34. | Teacher makes’ provisions for language development. : .
- Through dlscu331ons question and answer period. - - -~ - -2 ] 2 34 567
35{ Through planned exposure to concepts. e ==-=-12345 6.7

Py ;
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;/{( ’ ' : - . . Never to Frequently
REACTING TO PUPIL NEEDS
37. In planning aﬁd ;afryiﬁg;out‘the pr6g£;6:H;;;;£;f,takesh ‘
vigto'account: The deyelopminta} status of the child;gp. -~~--1234567
38.  The children;s partiguiar impaifments. - —_——_—— - = = - - --1234567
,39.' Teacher modifies her‘behaviof to ;ﬂe ;hildrens' neéds and,. B
reacts: In small groups = — — = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = - 1234567
" o 40. Eatire growp - - - - =~ - = =~ = = == = = e e a2 l--1234567
41. Individually - - e e e e e - --12345617
42.; Teacher uses his capacitj”to receive childrens communicgtions;';'l 234 5 6 7
*43.,‘Teacher déﬁineers ---- —-;'- - - - - - —-—- c - - 1234567

L

R SN

r~
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Associate Professor
' The Craduate Scheol
Callaudot College
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Name of organisation or Besting at vhich you received this quuuondn

©

GENERAL INFORMATION _ | LT
Part I.

Note: Please do not put your name or adduu on thia form. All u!omuou will
be treated eonudcnuany and vﬁl be used only for purpuu of 'unttuo

1. Sext Mals ___ Femsle 2. Year of birth ____ 3. Year of marrisgs __
' Living with -pom\a at spouss at pressat time.: Yes 1’y |
S. Married more then lonce. Yes ¥o
6. If married more tham once, vas previouvs urdm ended decsuse ofs
Death ____ Divorcs —— Other (pluu cuu) _
7. Draw a circle around the nunber of years of cehoonu you hm completed.
12345678 , 1234 1234 1234
- Grade School High School , College ) Graduate Work
2. Religlous affiliation: | -
Frotestant - Jowish Nooe
Roman Catholic ___Other. _

9. Present family incoms (annual) 3

. under $3,000
3,000 to 4,999
3,000 ¢ 6,999

; 7,000 to 8,999
9,000 to 10,999
11,000 to 14,999
15,000 or over

20. Wusband's occupation (Be specific such as Drug Store Clerk, College mrmor.
Automobile Mechanic, etc.)

11, wife's occupatien

Full time Part tims ____ ’{
~ Bote: In the following queatim the child referred to is always your hearing
impaired child. ’ ' "

i2. d:thl'n position in the family (14¢ born, 2nd, otc.)v

13. Child's birthdate - Age
'.16".. Ago of child vhen hesring loss oecmd e vas dlagaosed '

- "




2 jg9

“13. How many physicians or spacialists did you visit before hearing loss was
- ddentified :

Sne———— . e

Mild Aversge loss for spsech frequencies (if known)
Right ear dn Left ear 48
Deaf __  Hard of ‘Hearing ,

16. ’Duru'of.' c¢hild's hearing loss:. Profound __ Savers Moderate

17. To whem did you originally go vhen you suspected ¢ h‘}iuiu loss:

Padiatrician . Otologist

General Practiticner ‘Hearing Aid Dealer
4Audiologist , Speech & Hearing Center
Friend or relative Othar ;

18. What dilknoaeb other than hesring loss mi'o given; e.g. mental unrdation.
: “slow development™ ' :
By whom

119. Who gave the diagnosis of hearing minent?

20. Are any mombers of Wife's fanily deaf or hard of luarinj O)o Bot ucluda
elderly relatives who lest hearirg late in life)
Yes State ralationship Bo.

21. Are any mazbers of Husband's fanily deaf or hard of hearing
Yes State ralationship ¥o.

22. When you were a youngster did;you kncy any deaf children or sadults?
-Yesn o : A

23. During any part of your life havo you known a deaf pereont Yes No
If Yea, give nama(s) : ‘

26, Prior to the diacéﬁer; of your child's hearing loss had JOU avVer sam a
magazine or fournal ebzut deaf children or edults? Yes Mo
If Yes, give nanc(s) ' :

23, .Sincc learning of your child's irpairment have ycu read any of the following:
(Please check those which you heva read) . :

Americon Ancals of the Decf Teacler of the Deaf
Deaf Amarican {Silent ‘Horker) ' Volta Raview :
Bxceptionnl Children : Other N

Boolks Specify title(s)

26. Do you subscribe to £vy o2 the ebeve periodicals? Yes ¥o
If Yes, give name(s) end lergth of time during which you have subscribed,
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3

VNOTE: The following questions aaauuevthat-jout child is presently enrolled in &
‘ progran for the hearing fwpaired. If this ie not the case, ansver the
quastions in terns of the program your child will be entering.

27, At what sge did your éhild begin his education as a hearing impaired chfild

28. Have you ever visited a school or class for hearing impaired children other
than the one in which your child is enrolled? Yas Yo
If Yes, please give nawe(s) : .
Azs leval(s) of class(es) visited

29, Pleasa glve the namea of at leést thrae¢ other schools, classes, or progranms
(in this state) that your child could have been enrolled in if you had not
chosen the one he i3 presently attending :

30. How did you first hear about the prog}am your child is attending?

31. Did anyone encourage you to send your child to his present school?
‘ Tes ___ Wo- 1f Yes, otato relationship of the person(s)

e

32. Have you visited your child'a clasaroom? Yes No It god. appro:i-atoly
- how many times :

33. Has anyona sugrested that you enroll your child in a program other than the one
ho fe attending? Yes No If Yes, vhat was the relationship of that

paracn to you and what type of program(s) did he (she) suggest?

g

34. UWould you pleese rata the amowmt of confidence you have that you made the
correct decision in placinz your child in the program he is now attendings

Very coafident

Fairly confident

8l1ght lach: of cenfidanee

Sertous lack c¢f confidence

35. Have you seen eny televiaion prearams about daaf children or sdults or with
a deaf character? Yes Ho

36. vhich of the follcwing ccaditicmn do you fsel is the most educationally handicapped
for a young ch11d? (Chnck one) - ' ‘ ‘
Deafnesso Cercbral Palsy
Blindness Rheumatic Fever

.
Bl
"I"‘:J..:
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38,
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- -

tht does the nage Gallaudet mean to you?

Ars you P member ‘of the Alexander Gtahal Bell Association for thc De.f?
Yas No . . _

~ Do you belong to any associntion of parents of denf or hard of heating children?

Yes No ~ If yes, give name(s)

" Have you ever known a deaf person who 1. a parent of deaf ox hearing childzan?

Yes No




YOUR CHILD THIRTY YEARS FROM NOW
Pp:tt 11; )

What will your child be doing thiity years from now? Knowing your child, you may be
able to meke some good guesses. Place an (X) in the columm which indicates the degres
of chauce you feel there is that the statement will be a trus description of your child
thirty yecars from now. If you and your spouse disagres, give both answers snd place
an (B) after husband’'s choice and (W) for wife's. i

Vary Fairly | ‘Some A No chance
good good chance little at all

chance chance chance

1. U111 be 3 college graduate
2. Will héave speech that is easily
understood by most people
3. W1l read at about fifth
or sixth grade level or below
4, Will use sign language as his
preferred means of communicsa-
tion '
S. Will have more deaf friends
than_hearirg friends
6. W1l be active in TA,
- Rotary, Kiwvaris or other
similar organizations
7.__Wi11 krow his reighbors well
8. Will be thought of as having
rormal heering by peopla who
raet him
9. W1l L:=ve graduated from a
regular high school
10. W41l drive e car .
11, Will depead cu spaech reading
more_then on his hearing
12. Will be warried to a person
: v.th romm~l Liearing
13. Will be employed in a semi-
skilled cr skilled job
: rather than a_profesaion
14. Will dbe clnce to hiz
brothers and slrcters
15. Will have difficulty in
yping Englisi: correctly
16. Will be in good health
17, Will use beti oral and
manual comavni tation
18. Will heep in_ touch with me c
19, Will belong to organizations
of deaf snd hard of hearing




Part I1I.
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Many statements and opmm have been expressed about hum handicapped .
people. We are 1ntore-ucg in learning the reactions thet you, as the parent of a .
Searing impaired child, would have to the following statements. Please read eich

. Wtatement carefully.. Circle the letter in froat of the responss vhich dest
arpressas wvhat you think of or would do sbout the statement.

In cowplating this form, please keep the folloving points in minds -
1. Wverything you write will be bpg confidential.

2. Try ¢o ;:kcle one response for every question. (If 3
you skip a statement, wa will not know vhat you mexnt,)

-
G
-

.3 .y
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2.

3.

speech to deaf childrea, once said that finger spelling was the fastest and

) C ' ' ‘ ' ' 7 194

Alexander Graham Bell; in#ontor,of:the telephone and ctrong'auﬁpo:tor of tesching

-most efficlent wqy to teach language to deaf childrem

8. I think he was probably right :
b. I find It difficult to beliave that he ever dui!d that .
€. Ue weant this only for retarded or siow learning deaf children

4. This is intercsting but probably needs some ressarch to prove it or disprove

1t . .
8. Such a etutement proves that he gever truly believed 1n the importsnce of

speech . ‘ o v o ' '
Stuckless and Birch (University of Pictsburgh) raport that their study has

indicatod that manual comrunication (;13n language and finger spelling) does

not hindar the development of spaech in young deaf child

8. 1I'd like to get the opinion of the principal of my child's school on that

b. ' This is reassuring because I've vondered about that 7 o

c. They probably didn't do a.very careful study h

d. They m..n that this 1s trus if the child has alveady developed speech
bafore he is exposed to manual communication .

¢. This oounds like propeganda to me

There 15 80 much dissgreemsnt about education of the deaf that the best thing

to 4o is:

‘a. Be rure I've picked the best school and then get information from that
achool's staff ' :
d.. ‘Read everything I can and then Just trust that I've done the right thing
¢, Find out what approach has the most supporters and try that first
d. Realize that what seams to be best for others may not be best for uy child
¢. - Read everything I can end then get the opinion of a scheol principal or
- superintendent

Some people have said that many fewer deaf peopla than hearing people are able
to go ‘to college '

&, This ia probably trus because of the deaf chilJ;o difficulty in learning

b. This is ouly true if the deaf child gets the wrong elementary education

¢, Collegas shouldn't be allowed to discriminate against the deaf that vay

d. Thcse paople are talking about previous generations and are unaware of curveat
progress

e. This seems quite logical to ne

' AU'JE‘
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Se Alexander Griham Bell said, "I think the use of the sign language will.go,out
of existance very soon",

8. This has happened . ¢

b. This statement just shows how wrong Ball could be

¢. This will happen soon because of our better teachisg methods

d. Bell would never have said that B
e. This is why it 1 unnecessary for wy children to learn signs

6. Moet deaf people uiry a"dnt_pcuon

a. This is nbt true ' '

b. If this s true, it is because of the communication barrier imposed by deaf-
ness .

¢. This is true only if the deaf have been segregated from contact with hearing

. people

d. This 1is fine 1f 1t's what the deaf want '

e. This will not d true of my child becauss we're treating him as a normal
person - . . ‘ ‘

7. 1f a friend of mine discovered that her child was deaf

8. 1'd tell her sbout the school =y child 1s in : ‘

be  I'd suggest some - things she should read about the different types of programs

¢. I would sympathise with her but not interfsre with her right to make her
own decision o

d. 1'd try to get to her before people f£1lled her vith wrong information

e. 1would feel obligated to share with her the satisfaction I have now that

: I'vefound the right program , ' ‘ :

LY

It s reported that meny deaf adults who do 00t have futelligible specch are
oucéu-fuuy' etployed and well sdjusted. '

4. There are rare exceptions
~b. This does not surprise ne
¢.- They would be even more succassful 1if they could speak
4. I don’t think this is true '
6. Statements like this should not be made gs they will discourage pareats frow
teaching their child to talk '

@

8. The statement 15 false ang I can't belteve a teacher vould say that

b. She probably doesn't kaow *he methods used at my child's school

¢. That's true ~ she means Tetarded snd visually handicapped deaf children
d. 8he shouldn't bs allowed to teach o
¢. X sgre¢ -~ soma can but Bany can't




30.

11.

I: o _c | . . ..,9,

One of the disadilnntagea. of getting together with other parents whose

Ao
b,

-0,

d.
..

I kuow what they think - I want to heaxr the other side
No one of us has the same problems as another parem:
There ere no disadvantages

It requires time away. from my own family

We might aupporr each other 8 mistakes

A deaf adult says that he md hiu deaf ftiends don't think npeech is vcry

L b

13.

' iq:ortant.
a. Ba and his friends p'mbsbly have poov speech - aOui' grapes
I can't imagine anyone, deaf or hearing, saying that
¢.”. Pogsibly he end hig friends have found satisfactory adjustaent w!thout
speech
d. This is what can happeu if a child is aem: to the wrong type of lchoal.
8. This is an unfortunate hut very common statement g R
.We all have too littl‘e/‘ tine. ,Becduse of this X ahould davote myjhot:,/rud-.“
ing time to: o : /
&. Books aud articles whose authors ‘know what they're: :alking about
b. Topics other than deafness because I have faith in.my child'e school
¢. 'Laarning about methods of teacliing the deaf which ‘I disagreeq with
Controversial articles - so I can defend the correct approach’
e, . Books on manual commnication so I can get to know ny child bﬂlttl

Most deaf people prefer to anociate with other deaf peoplc uﬂur thln

hearl.ng people.

a.
b.
c.
d.

i UN

is
a.

b.
c.

d

This is not truc ‘

This will not be txue of my child 4f I raise him right .

I imagine this is true - they understand each other's speach esasier
This 13 why deaf childrea should be taught with tegular childrcn
I{ they ars happy doing thie - tha: 8 fine

The primary functicn of an educational progras of heating impl.trcd ehﬂdnn

to:

Provide -horc term help which will enable the child to entar a rcgu.hz
school with hearing children

Teach the children to hear better

Develop speech and epeechreading skills

Provide appropriate inst:tuct:loa in academic skills, 1.0.. reading,
language, writing

Present opportunities for association with hearing children

i

196

children are in my child'e achool' 18: | | . T I
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Parent Check List
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University of tinnesota |
Research and Development cnutot
_ Donald P. l!oom, Ph.D.

N (k are tnterund in cvaluat:ln. ways in vhich people veact to differant
éorda. On each pags there :l.g a different uotd to be judged by a mnb_or of

p‘ii:a o! edjectives. You chould mske @ Judgment for every adjective pair.
1 you fcel the word 1s vary close to cue end, you should mark your
. paper ke this: - | |

"bad X $ 4 H : g . :'sopd
- | Cor
bed : $ 3 { 1 g X : good

it ypﬁ feel the tvord 1§ cloge to one end but not extremsly so, you should

- mark ycor papcr lika this:

otrong ____ : _x 3 K D BN 1 _____twesk

s

stremg _ . : 3 : s t _ X 3 1weak

It you "ul tho word 1s a little bu related to voe djccuvo, you should
mt{c your papcz ‘1liko thist '

fant s t X ¢ H K | t .3 alow :
- or
fast : : g t X : ! : slow
_If ycu fcel the word is not close to'ctthor adjective or thil; the | ' } "

-8djectives make no senca irith the word, you should mark your paper ukc this:

-u:éy t _x. .t ¢ : : dsngerous

re -
BEMASTY
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POINTS TO REMEMBER

1. RESPOND TO EVERY LINE, DO NOT SKIP ANY.
2. DON’T CHECK ANY LINE MORE THAN ONCE.
_‘ 3. WORK QUICKLY. | - | .
4. DON'T LOOK BACK OR TRY TO REMRMBER HOW YOU RESPGYDED T0 OTHER WORDS.

5. BE SURB TO MAKE YOUR MARKS ON THE LINES.

THIS NOT THIS
T : . |

L 1]
[ 1]
e
.
L ]
L]
Ll




[

googd

aad

" dirty

nicé

. fair

dioabroiﬁlc

;valuible

{
ho:ing-

productive

useful
harmful

imnortant

PRESCHOOL

e [ 3
? H H H H :
3 » *
b4 H g b : ®
. .
: H : : : H
N
B L] ® o
H H H H - ®
L]
H H . H e :
o
s 2 : H d H H
o
: H H H H H
: : : 3 2 1
.
. . [ . . .
L] ® L] . L]
’ [ ] L * . -
- L] [ ] . L]
-~
> "
: ° . L4 - .
* e L] L 4 9
L L] o - * L]
< * L] . . L]
fur .
! ‘)-’ ]
A~k
Sated
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 bad

clean
avful
ﬁpfiir
ggrenble
wortﬁlncl'
fun
uaproductive
udeless
beneficial

unimportant




sad
dirty
nico

faiy

' disagreable

valusble
boring
‘ptoductivv'.
uvaeful
‘barsful

.. important

SPEECH

et
NN

H H ] : H :
: ‘s : : : :
N : : : : s
t : s : $ :
-é : : :' ] s
: ] : U : 3
) H : : é H
: : e ! 3 ] H
H : : S H :
H : H H : :
- . . ° T N
. 3 . . ;) - .
f

e
: H : H : :

9"
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bad

happy

' lwfu}

unfair
apxeable

wvorthless

fun
unproductive
useless

beneficial

unimportant




“sad
.direy

nice

- fair

-

: diugrhbh

' valusble
. baﬂng‘
.ﬁtOdUctivp
useful
hlrlful

important

INTEGRATION OF 4 DEAF CHILD

INTO A HEARING CLASS -

]

3 :
:

. 1 $
. .

3 2

s .
3 : s
2 3 :

VAL
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_bad

clein ’

avful

unfair
agreable |
mrthlfon
fun
umproductive
@eleu
bcmfieili

mﬁportm:




SPEECHREADING--LIPREADING s

googl' ' : 3 s T : bad

sad : : : : : <3 happy

dirty e -2 : : H s R clean

nice : H : _ s : s arful

fair : : : : : : wnfair

disagreable : : : : : :_____ agreable

valusble : : : : s : Yo ‘worthless

boring : : : : : : fun

productive : e : H : : unproductive

. useful ' s : : : : : " useless

harnful ' : : : : : : beneficial

impoxrtant : : : : :t 2, uninportant

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




good

sad

dirty
nics

fa%r

| 'guagmuo
valusble
voring
productive
useful
haraful

. important

v

WEARING AID

s s : g s s
: s : 3 : g
Vs

{/

K
2 3 : 5. : :
: : 2 g : s
3 : : s g s
s s ) 3 ) s
3 : g ) t $
s : : 3 H 3
s s 3 : 3 3
: s ) g 3 2
) t s g ) 3
) ? g ) ' s
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bad
l;nppx
clean
et
vnfaix

agreable

worthless

fun
wmproductive
usaless

beneficial

unimportant




- AUDITORY TRAINING ™~

~ good . IR S : 3 bad

i — e s e heppy

di:t? B : : i et _ c;lun |
nice v : : ' s s mrful
'fait | : : . : unfair
o dingraabie .3 : : . ' igrenblo
valusble - S : t_ T : vorthless
boring A T : | 3 H RN _ fun
_.'p;"oductive : n - : : $ . | umproductive
useful " : : T 3 useless

harmful H : 2 : 2 | s beneficial

irportant ‘ : : I : unimportant




SIGNLANGUAGE

bad

o
(2]
[
o
»”»
(1]

"ood

-
*
o
(1]
.o

i ,

happy

e
L1
o8
(1]
.o
[

l:'li'c_e _ swvful

g
&

fair

®
e

&

.

dingteiblc

*w
[
[
[ 3
[
(1]

Valgab le vorthless

fun

[-d
3
> )
[~
..
.
.
.

wproductive

-
g
<]
0
cr
<
»

(1]

useful : : : s s : useless .

lnfpl : R : : : I s beneficial

mportant : : g : : Hil unimporeant

RN
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 FINGERSPELLLNG o

bad

»e
[}
ae
se
(1]
(1]

good

. .‘.d . . . . o, . : . h.‘pky

'dirty s : : J : : vb.clean
nice | .- : : : : : : - avful..
 fair s : : 3 : : unfair
din;reab;e : : : : : : agtenbu.
valusble = : : : : : : vorthless
borﬁlg H : t s : : fun‘
produ;ive 2 s : : : : unproductivs
useful 3 : : : : H .usalen
hamaful | : : : : : : benefic;lil
hportmt : : : : : u:x_iipoyj'tmc
s




sad
dircy
nice
fair
’dtsng?enblo
valusble
borne
pig&uctivt
ussful
haraful

important

HEARING IMPAIRED

: H : 4 H 2
: H . H H H
H s s s : :
:, : s : : :
-: : : : : :
: : : s 2 :
e 3 : H s :
: 3 : $ H :
: ) : H 4 :
H : : s 3 .
: : 8 : : :
: : : f R :

Ve

€y i
yory) U
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bad

happy

“¢lean

avful

antate
astea‘lo
wotthli-n
fun
unprbdnctiv,
usaless
beneficial

unimportant




MY A LIOCY.
 DEAFNESS -
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good : s : : : : bad
sad : “ : : : happy -
 dirty : : s : s : ~ clean
, ni;':e : : H : : : . auful
fair | ' : : : : : : .unfau':'
disagreable : : : : : : agreable
valugble : : : : : : worthless
bor.lné 3 : : 3 5 S fun
productive : : : : : : unproductive
%
dutul s : : s : : useless
“haruful : : : : : : beneficial
H : S : ? S unimportant

important
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<

;f | | | | Table : N |
- ) Child A : .

'SEX: Male;." : R | ETIOLOGY: Menningitis
- éA: 7 yearc 11 mos. .~ ACE. OF ON%ET: 2 yea;s. |

HEARING LOSS: 95 db

Test Scores

_ 1971 '1972 1973 1974
o : - - :
_WISC Performance IQ . ) 117
ITPA | 164 191 | w2 | 1
. Receptive Communication | 40% : 722.>4 401 '
Articuia‘tion - ) . 32% 4% 15%

MAT - N ' 42

253




SEX: Male

CA: 6vyears 3 months

a

Lé{tef‘IQ

. ﬁISC Performance IQ
ITPA

Recep;ive Communication
Articulation

MRT"

MAT

‘Table

212

, : ¢
Child B
| | ETIQLOGY:=Uhknbwn
AGE OF ONSET: 1 1/2 years
LEARING LOSS: 80 db . |
Test $coreéj '
1971 1972 1973 1974
119 | ‘
107
N.T.* 196 189 198
55% 88, 443
© 50% 84% 95%
36
36

* Not Testable

;—‘,, :.-- i
. F'd"_-} Ly




Table R
Child ¢
. SEX: Fem.;tle ' ETIOLOGY: Rubené
CA: 6 years 5 months " . AGE OF ONSET:_Birth
. o o HEARING LOSS: 78 db |

- Test Scores

N | 1971 1972 1973 1974
Le¥ter IQ - | 12 | |
_WIsC Performanée IQ | /' 110
ITPA | 199 t N.T.* | 183 | 166
Receptive Communigation | ' N.T. 52% 63Z‘
Articulation. - N.T. .522 ". 88%
MRT » ' : 44
MAT ] | 42

* Not Testable

L g i

o e




SEX: Male

CA: 7 years 10 mon ths

DLe{fer,IQ |
WISC Performance IQ'
ITPA
Receptive Communication
Articulation
MRT

MAT

— 214
Table
Child p
ETIOLOGY: Fever
AGE OF ONSET:__1/2 year
HEARING LOSS: 83 db
Test Scores
1971 1972 1973 1974
107
115
203 198 . 187 198
657 . 62% 83%
83% 62% 687
37
63
5
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e

Table
child E

SEX: Male . ‘ ETIOLOGY: Rubella

CA: 7 years 3 months - AGE OF ONSET: Birth
. HEARING LoSS: 93 db

Test Scofes_

1971 1972 1973 1974

Letter IQ
WISC Performance IQ : o 115
ITPA B X ' 193 154 -
Receptive Communication - i 80 . ‘ 77
Articulation “ 85% : 81y . 87%
MRT ' 4 = 47

~ MAT : ‘ o 60
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